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Declaration for the Record of Decision

Site Name and Location
Pagel's Pit Site (ID = ILD980606685)
Winnebago County, Illinois

Statement of Basis and Purpose
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has se-
lected a remedial action for operable unit (OU) 2 and has changed
the remedial action for OU 1 for the Pagel's Pit site in Winne-
bago County, Illinois. USEPA chose these remedies in accord with
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Lia-
bility Act of 1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) (hereinafter CERCLA), and, to
the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). USEPA's decision is based on
the administrative record for this site.

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency has verbally con-
curred with this Record of Decision and has prepared a Letter of
Concurrence for the selected remedies. Upon receipt of the Let-
ter of Concurrence, the USEPA will include it in the Administra-
tive Record for this site.

Assessment of the Site
The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) is
necessary to protect the public health or welfare or the environ-
ment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances
into the environment.

Description of the Selected Remedy
Two operable units were designated for the site. OU 1 consists
of the wastes, soils, and groundwater at the site and any other
areas, including groundwater, off the landfill property where
contamination from the site is located, except for the ground-
water in the southeast corner of the landfill property, south of
the waste disposal area, which is OU 2. Use of contaminated
groundwater in the vicinity of the waste disposal area as a water
supply posed the risk identified at the site that exceeded cri-
teria used by USEPA. A 1991 ROD addressed OU 1. This ROD pro-
vides a remedy for OU 2 and some changes in the remedy selected
for the groundwater part of OU 1.

The remedy selected for the groundwater in the southeast corner
(OU 2) is institutional controls, which consists of deed restric-
tions prohibiting the installation of water production wells.
This groundwater will continue to be monitored as part of the
operation of the landfill.

The changed remedy selected for the groundwater part of OU 1 is
monitored natural attenuation with a contingency and the imposi-
tion of deed restrictions on the property west of Killbuck Creek
under which the groundwater is contaminated at levels which make
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it unsafe for use as a source of drinking water. The contingency
will be used if the control of the contamination coming from the
landfill wastes, the control of contamination coming from upgrad-
ient of the site, and the natural attenuation processes do not
lead to the eventual return of downgradient groundwater to bene-
ficial use, or do not appear to be doing so, or the contaminated
groundwater becomes an immediate threat to a downgradient water
supply. Capping the landfill and removal of much of the leachate
will control the contamination from the landfill wastes-. The
pump-and-treat system being operated at the Superfund site up-
gradient of the Pagel's Pit site will control the contamination
coming from there. The contingency would be an active remedy
that would address the contamination in the groundwater.

Statutory Determinations
The selected remedy is protective of human health and the envi-
ronment, complies with Federal and State requirements that are
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action, and is cost-effective. The remedy utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative treatment or resource recovery technol-
ogies, to the maximum extent practicable, for this site. The
large size of the landfill and the apparent lack of on-site hot
spots representing major sources of contamination thwart use of
the statutory preference for a remedy requiring permanent treat-
ment as a principal element. A principal threat, which the Agen-
cy would expect to treat, has not been indicated.

All remaining construction activity is to be completed by the op-
erator of the landfill in accordance with the requirements of
Operating Permit No. 1991-138-LF issued on August 17, 1999 by the
Division of Land Pollution Control, Illinois Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. Long-term groundwater monitoring requirements
are specified in the 1993 Consent Decree, and are also required
under the existing operating permit. USEPA has determined that
its response at the Site is complete. Therefore the Site now
qualifies for inclusion on the Construction Completion List.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining
on-site above health-based levels, a review will be conducted
within five years after commencement of remedial action to ensure
that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human
health and the environment.

D a t e T ' William Muno,Director
Superfund Division
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Record of Decision Summary
Pagel's Pit Site

I. Site Description

The Pagel's Pit site (Winnebago Reclamation Landfill or WRL) (ID
= ILD980606685) occupies about 100 acres on the west side of
Lindenwood Road (see Figure 1), south of Baxter Road and about 5
miles south of Rockford, Illinois. This solid waste landfill has
been in operation since about 1972 and has approximately 1 to 2
years of operation time left before it reaches capacity. Munici-
pal refuse and sewage treatment plant sludge have been the pri-
mary wastes accepted at the Site. Illinois special wastes (in-
dustrial process wastes, pollution control wastes, or hazardous
wastes, except as determined pursuant to section 22.9 of the
Illinois Environmental Protection Act (415 ILCS 5) and 35
Illinois Administrative Code (IAC) 808) have also been disposed
of at the facility.

The Site is located in a predominately rural unincorporated area.
It is bounded on the west by Killbuck (or Kilbuck) Creek and on
the east by Lindenwood Road. Killbuck Creek, a perennial stream,
merges with the Kishwaukee River about 2.5 miles northwest of the
Site. The Kishwaukee River merges with the Rock River about 1.5
miles northwest of the confluence of Killbuck Creek and the Kish-
waukee River. The Site is located on a topographic high between
Killbuck Creek to the west and unnamed intermittent screams to
the north and the south. Land use around the Site is a mix of
agricultural, rural residential, commercial, and industrial. A
new waste disposal unit is being developed to the south of the
Site.

The remedial investigation and the feasibility study that were
completed prior to the issuance of the 1991 Record of Decision
for operable unit (OU) 1 were conducted by a few of the po-
tentially responsible parties (PRPs) for this Site under a 1986
Administrative Order by Consent (AOC). Additional investigations
were carried out under this AOC and a 1993 Consent Decree. (OU 1
and OU 2 are described in section IV below.)

II. Site History and Enforcement Activities

The landfill is located at a former sand and gravel quarry. It
has been sequentially constructed and filled in several sections.
Development has generally occurred in an east to west direction,
first in the southern half and then in the northern half. The
landfill wastes cover approximately 42.5 acres. The landfill
liner was constructed by grading and compacting the base and side
walls of the landfill. Asphaltic concrete was installed over the
sides and floor and compacted, resulting in a minimum two-inch
thick layer. The surface of the asphalt was sealed with a cat-
ionic coal tar sealer. This sealed asphalt liner was covered
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with eight inches, of sand. A network of perforated pipes was
installed in the sand on the sloping base. The pipes were con-
nected to manholes where the liquid that drains from the wastes
(leachate) collected. However, most of this original leachate
collection system no longer functions. Presently, in the western
end of the landfill leachate is pumped from the bottom of land-
fill gas extraction wells to a tank located next to the landfill.
From there, it is pumped through a force main to a sewer con-
nected to the wastewater treatment plant in Rockford. Landfill
gas is collected and is primarily used to dry sludge from the
Rockford wastewater treatment plant before the sludge is placed
in the landfill. This system has been developed over the years,
since the discovery in about 1980 that landfill gas was leaking
from the waste disposal area.

The site was proposed for inclusion on the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency's (USEPA's) National Priorities List (NPL) in
October 1984 because the nearby groundwater was found to be con-
taminated with arsenic, cadmium, and bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate.
The NPL is the list of uncontrolled hazardous substance releases
in the United States that are priorities for long-term remedial
evaluation and response. The site was added to the NPL in June
1986.

The USEPA and a few of the PRPs for this site reached agreement
embodied in an Administrative Order by Consent, with an effective
date of October 16, 1986. This Order requires the Respondents to
conduct a remedial investigation (RI) and a feasibility study
(FS) at the site. Portions of these studies were carried out by
Warzyn Inc., and the reports for the RI and the FS for the work
that has been done were submitted in March 1991. Additional
studies were carried out later under this Order.

A Consent Decree, entered on February 11, 1993, requires several
of the PRPs to perform the remedial design, remedial action, and
operation and maintenance for the remedy selected in the 1991
Record of Decision (ROD). Primarily, this requires the Site
operator to perform the remedial work.

The Acme Solvent Reclaiming, Inc. site (Acme Solvent site) is
located east of the Pagel's Pit site. The Acme Solvent site was
proposed for the NPL in December 1982 and was placed on this list
in September 1983. Part of the remediation of this site has re-
sulted in the installation of a pump-and-treat system approxi-
mately half-way between the two sites. The treated water is dis-
charged into the intermittent stream that lies north of the
Pagel's Pit site, but generally the water infiltrates the ground
before it reaches Killbuck Creek.
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Ill. Community Participation

Community relations activities for the Pagel's Pit site have been
conducted since at least 1987 when several fact sheets were
issued and the Community Relations Plan was released. In the
early years, community relations for this site were combined with
those for the Acme Solvent site.

A Proposed Plan for OU 1 was released to the public on April 16,
1991 which presented a number of alternatives as possible reme-
dies for the problems that had been identified at the Pagel's Pit
site. The proposed plan also informed the public of USEPA's and
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency's (Illinois EPA's) pre-
ferred remedy and that documents concerning the Site, including
the Administrative Record, were available for review at the in-
formation repository located at the Rockford Public Library and
at the offices of USEPA, Region V, in Chicago. A public comment
period was held from April 16, 1991 through May 16, 1991, and a
public meeting was held on April 25, 1991. A notice of the
availability of the Proposed Plan and an announcement of the pub-
lic comment period and the public meeting was published in the
Rockford Sunday Register Star on April 14, 1991.

A Proposed Plan for the remedy for OU 2 and for a change in the
remedy for OU 1 was released to the public in August 1999. The
Proposed Plan also informed the public of the dates for the com-
ment period (August 13, 1999 through September 11, 1999) and the
public meeting (August 25, 1999) and informed them thdt documents
concerning the site were available in the repository. A fact
sheet that summarized the Proposed Plan was mailed to those on
the mailing list. The Proposed Plan was placed in the repository
and was mailed to individuals thought to be most affected by the
proposed remedy. At the public meeting, representatives of USEPA
discussed the proposed alternative for OU 2 and the proposed
change in the remedy for OU 1, answered questions about the site
and the problems there, and received verbal comments. An offici-
al transcript of this meeting was made. A notice of the availa-
bility of the Proposed Plan and the announcement of the public
comment period and the public meeting was published in the
Rockford Register Star on August 13, 1999. This approximately
one-quarter page notice was in the first section of the paper.
At the request of some attendees at the August 25, 1999 public
meeting, a second meeting was held September 8, 1999 to further
discuss the Proposed Plan. A transcript was not made of this
meeting and only written comments were accepted at this meeting.

The Administrative Record index, including the updates, is in-
cluded as Appendix A.

Responses to the comments received during the 1999 comment period
are contained in the Responsiveness Summary which is included as
Appendix B of this Record of Decision.
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IV. Scope and Role of the Operable Units

Operable Unit 1 consists of the wastes that have been disposed of
at the Site and the contaminated groundwater around the waste
disposal area and downgradient as far as the plume of contamina-
tion extends, but not the contaminated groundwater in the south-
east corner of the Site. The groundwater in the southeast corner
is being addressed separately and is designated as OU 2_ The
remedy for OU 1 was described in the 1991 ROD. Briefly, this
remedy consisted of:

- a sanitary landfill cover for the waste disposal area;
- a barrier well system for groundwater extraction along the

west side of the site;
- on-site groundwater treatment by carbon adsorption or air

stripping following pretreatment with a solids filter, with
the treated water being discharged to surface water;

- removal of inorganics by treatment, if necessary, prior to
carbon adsorption or air stripping;

- leachate extraction and transfer to the local publicly owned
treatment works for treatment;

- gas extraction and the use of the gas for fuel or the flaring
of the gas;

- deed restrictions; and
- site monitoring and maintenance of all remedial action com-

ponents.

These elements address the remedial action objectives for both
operable units except for the restoration of the groundwater in
the southeast corner and the effect that the contamination in the
groundwater in the southeast corner might have on the rest of the
groundwater.

The western 16.6 acres of this operating landfill were capped in
the last half of 1997, after that portion of the landfill reached
its permitted elevation. This capping included new gas extrac-
tion wells in this western part, some of which are equipped with
pumps for leachate extraction, which is now being done. The
operation of the landfill has been in compliance with the operat-
ing permit obtained from the State.

V. Site Characteristics

The topography surrounding the landfill area is generally rela-
tively flat to gently rolling. The ground surface elevation is
approximately 706 feet mean sea level (MSL) at Killbuck Creek.
The landfill lies outside of the 100-year floodplain of Killbuck
Creek and is not within any designated wetland area. Although an
inventory of terrestrial plant and animal species has not been
performed, the Site is not known to be inhabited by endangered or
threatened species.

Access to that part of the Site closest to Lindenwood Road is
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restricted by a chain link fence. Access to the rest of the Site
is restricted by other fencing, the creek, and some heavily wood-
ed areas.

The surficial unconsolidated deposits in the area of the Site are
predominantly glacial drift ranging from a thin mantle over the
dolomite in the bedrock uplands to the east of the Site to great-
er than 70 feet in the bedrock valley west of the Site. The un-
consolidated deposits are predominantly sand and gravel under-
neath and north of the Site with a silty clay to the south of the
Site. The underlying bedrock surface is highly variable. The
dolomite bedrock is generally fractured but the intensity is var-
iable. Chert layers or nodules were commonly noted on boring
logs as were vugs (void spaces), but cavernous zones were not
reported.

During the remedial investigation of the Pagel's Pit site, which
was conducted, approximately, from 1988 to 1990, the areas on and
around both the Acme Solvent site and the Pagel's Pit site were
studied. In recent years, in connection with the operation of
the landfill and the establishment of the new landfill to the
south of the present one, the landfill operator has been sampling
and analyzing many monitoring wells in the area. Selected re-
sults of the more recent sampling activities are provided in
Table 1. Figure 1 shows the locations of the wells.

The water table occurs in the fractured dolomite bedrock east of
and below the eastern quarter of the Pagel's Pit site. Under the
remaining three quarters of the Site and west of the Site, the
water table occurs in the unconsolidated materials. Groundwater
flow in the area of the two sites is generally from east to west
in the upper aquifer, slightly toward the north.

Regular monitoring of the groundwater and the leachate at the
Site is conducted pursuant to the 1991 ROD and the operating
permit that has been issued by the Illinois EPA for the landfill.
This has resulted in the installation of additional monitoring
wells and the production of further data on the groundwater and
the leachate.

Chloride ion serves as an indicator of groundwater that may have
been affected by leachate from a landfill. Chloride ion is gen-
erally recognized as a conservative, non-reactive parameter in
groundwater systems. Based on the April 1998 groundwater data,
chloride ion concentrations, the area containing elevated chlo-
ride ion concentrations now extends from about midway along the
north border of the landfill (east of well B15R) (see Figure 1),
around the western end of the landfill, and along the south bor-
der of the landfill to at least the southwest area (well G115),
and probably back into the southeast area of the site as well.
This is the area that may have been affected by leachate from the
landfill It is uncertain whether the elevated chloride ion con-
centrations in the southeast corner are entirely due to the land-
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fill, since there is a septic field to the east into which
softener regeneration water has been discharged. Generally, the
affected area was relatively close to the waste boundary, but a
well on the other side of Killbuck Creek (well G34S) also had an
elevated chloride ion concentration. Other wells west of the
creek have sometimes had elevated chloride ion concentrations,
particularly well G35D, where tha chloride ion concentrations
have fluctuated between 18 and 530 mg/1 in the February 1997
through January 1999 period.

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) have been found in the shallow
aquifer on, and in the vicinity of, both the Pagel's Pit and Acme
Solvent sites. VOCs were found both inside and outside of the
area defined by elevated chloride concentrations. During the
1988-90 RI, the highest concentrations of VOCs were found in
wells on or near the Acme Solvent site. The next highest concen-
trations were found in the southeast corner of the Pagel's Pit
site. During the initial RI a connection between the two areas
was not definitely shown, possibly because there was fractured
bedrock between and in the two areas through which groundwater
would move primarily in the fractures. Well G120B was installed
between the two sites, and elevated levels of VOCs were found in
water from it. Thus it was shown that at least some of the VOCs
present in the southeast corner may have come from the Acme
Solvent site. However, it is likely that some of the con-
tamination in the southeast corner is coming from the landfill.
Chlorinated benzenes have been found in this area but have not
been found in wells closer to the Acme Solvent site. The gradi-
ents shown by the water elevations in the monitoring wells show
that groundwater is likely flowing away from the waste disposal
area into the southeast corner near the waste disposal area.

Applicable groundwater quality standards (AGQSs) have been es-
tablished for the State of Illinois for substances that may be
present at the Pagel's Pit site. The AGQS established for any
constituent is the background concentration or an Illinois Pol-
lution Control Board established standard. (See 35 IAC 811.320
for further information about AGQSs. Part 811 of 35 IAC is en-
titled "Standards for New Solid Waste Landfills".) Background
concentration means the concentration of a constituent that is
established as the background in accordance with the Illinois
regulations. Statistical tests and procedures are used in deter-
mining the background concentrations. The AGQSs are used in
defining a groundwater management zone (GMZ) in the downgradient
direction. A GMZ is a three dimensional region containing
groundwater being managed to mitigate impairment caused by the
release of contaminants from a site. A GMZ is subject to a cor-
rective action process approved by Illinois EPA or the owner or
operator undertakes adequate corrective action in a timely and
appropriate manner and provides a written confirmation to
Illinois EPA. (35 IAC 620.250 and 35 IAC 811.324 and 811.325)
The GMZ consists of the area where concentrations exceed the
AGQSs. At this site, the GMZ is defined primarily by the extent
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of the chloride and ammonia contamination. The AGQS for chloride
is 87.5 mg/1 and the AGQS for ammonia-nitrogen is 0.9 mg/1.
Roughly, the GMZ includes the area from about the mid-points of
the waste disposal area on the north and the south borders toward
the west to the vicinity of well nests G116 and G34. There is
also a zone of attenuation around the waste disposal area within
which concentrations of constituents in leachate discharged from
the unit may exceed AGQSs. This zone is a volume bounded by a
vertical plane at the property boundary or 100 feet from the edge
of the unit, whichever is less, extending from the ground surface
to the bottom of the uppermost aquifer and excluding the volume
occupied by the waste. Once the groundwater in the GMZ returns
to acceptable levels, there will no longer be a GMZ. However,
the zone of attenuation will always exist.

It is important not to confuse the use of the word "attenuation"
here with its use later in "monitored natural attenuation". In
the zone of attenuation, it is expected that natural attenuation
processes are occurring, but the zone has a fixed physical defi-
nition. In monitored natural attenuation, the area being consid-
ered is defined by the elevated (above background) concentrations
of the contaminants in the groundwater. Here also natural atten-
uation processes are expected to be occurring.

In the GMZ during 1997 and 1998, tetrachloroethene is the only
organic whose concentrations have exceeded the maximum contami-
nant levels (MCLs), established under the Federal Safe Drinking
Water Act) (MCL = 5 ug/1). The MCL for tetrachloroethene was
exceeded in wells G116A, G116D, G132, G35S, G39, and P4R. The
maximum concentration was 12 ug/1, so the AGQS, which is 26 ug/1,
was not exceeded. The concentrations of several other organics
exceeded their AGQSs in the GMZ, including those of 1,4-dichloro-
benzene in four wells. Three of these wells are in or very close
to the zone of attenuation and the fourth is directly downgradi-
ent of the landfill. In the "background" wells (well G120B and 4
of the 5 wells (not including well G114) in the southeast cor-
ner) , the concentrations of several substances exceeded their
MCLs: tetrachloroethene in wells G109A and G113A; trichloroethene
in wells G120B and G113A; cis-1,2-dichloroethene in well G113A;
vinyl chloride in well G113A (the MCL was also exceeded in well
G114); and 1,2-dichloropropane in well G113A. The concentrations
of a few other organics exceeded their AGQSs in the southeast
corner wells, including 1,2,3-trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4-trichloro-
benzene, 1,4-dichlorobenzene, and chlorobenzene. These numbers
demonstrate the low levels of VOCs generally found in the'GMZ.
They also show the possible influence of the Acme Solvent site on
the groundwater in the southeast corner by the presence of sever-
al chlorinated ethenes. Well G120B and the wells in the south-
east corner are not part of the GMZ since they are not considered
to be downgradient of the waste disposal area, although the water
elevations indicate that there is apparently side-gradient flow
from the waste disposal area in the southeast corner. The fact
that chlorinated ethenes and chlorinated benzenes are found at
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higher concentrations in the southeast corner wells than in wells
further downgradient demonstrates that natural attenuation proc-
esses are taking place (see Table 1).

Killbuck Creek is also regularly monitored by the landfill
operator. In 1998, none of the major chlorinated ethenes were
detected in the creek, nor were several other VOCs, for which
analyses were done. The ammonia concentrations in the creek
generally increase between the upstream and downstream sampling
points, which may indicate an effect from the landfill. However,
the chloride concentrations increase only slightly.

The results of the monitoring of the landfill leachate in the
1997 to 1999 period has shown that the chloride and sodium con-
centrations in the leachate are generally somewhat higher than
the ranges for typical landfill leachate. During this period
there were no detections of chlorobenzene, 1,4-dichlorobenzene,
the two trichlorobenzenes, 1,2-dichloropropane, or any of the
major chlorinated ethenes in the leachate.

An investigation for the remedial design of the OU 1 barrier well
system found that pumping a well located between the waste
disposal area and the creek resulted in a much greater flow rate
than had been anticipated when the 1991 ROD was issued. Also,
the groundwater downgradient of the landfill was found to contain
significant concentrations of ammonia. Ammonia had not been con-
sidered in the remedial investigation done for the 1991 ROD. If
this groundwater were extracted as part of a system to prevent
the movement of the contaminated groundwater downgradient, this
ammonia would have to be removed before the treated water could
be discharged, unless the concentrations were significantly de-
creased during pumping because of the introduction of uncontami-
nated water from the creek, flowing through the ground with the
groundwater. Generally, the removal of ammonia would involve
raising the pH, stripping, and then lowering the pH to an accept-
able level for discharge. These results indicated that the cost
of the barrier well system and associated water treatment system
would be much greater than had been estimated for the 1991 ROD,
and the Agency agreed to defer implementation of the systems
until alternatives could be investigated.

VI. Summary of Site Risks

In the 1991 RI a baseline risk assessment was prepared for the
Pagel's Pit site to characterize the nature and the magnitude of
potential risks to public health and the environment. The po-
tential risks were caused by the chemicals of concern and were
based on current and possible future land use. The scenario
pertaining to potential future groundwater use as a water supply
was found to represent the greatest risk to humans at the Pagel's
Pit site. Under this scenario, exposure occurs through ground-
water ingestion and from dermal contact and inhalation while
bathing. The calculation was done for the groundwater west of
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Lindenwood Road, including the southeast corner. The calculated
cumulative hazard index of 5, not including cobalt exposure
(found in only one well), compared to the Superfund goal of 1,
indicated that exposure to noncarcinogens in the groundwater may
cause adverse health effects. The majority of the value of the
hazard index was due to exposure to the 1,2-dichloroethenes,
thallium, and zinc. The calculated cumulative cancer risk of
IxlO'3 exceeded the USEPA target risk range of 10"4 to 10~€. The
majority of this was due to exposure to vinyl chloride and arsen-
ic.

For the following discussion, it may be helpful to consult Table
1 and Figure 1. The total 1,2-dichloroethene concentration (the
lesser of the 95% upper-bound confidence limit of the arithmetic
mean or the maximum concentration detected) used in the calcula-
tion for the risk in 1991 was 240 pg/1. (A risk or hazard quo-
tient (the sum of the hazard quotients for substances that cause
a similar effect is the hazard index) is directly proportional to
the concentration. If the concentration has decreased, so has
the risk or hazard quotient.) In April 1998, 1,2-dichloroethene
was detected five times (all of the cis isomer) in the ground-
water west of Lindenwood Road (31 wells): 98 pg/1 in well G113A
in the southeast corner and concentrations ranging from 6 to 7
pg/1 in four downgradient wells. The detection limit was 5 ug/1.
The dissolved thallium concentration used for the 1991 risk as-
sessment was 2.8 ug/1 (ranging from 2 to 6 pg/1). In April 1998,
total thallium (dissolved thallium was not analyzed for) was
detected two times at about 5.3 pg/1 in wells in the same general
area. The detection limit was 5 pg/1. No thallium was detected
in the leachate in the 1997 through early 1999 period, with de-
tections limits of 1.5, 2.2, and 100 pg/1. The dissolved zinc
concentration used for the 1991 risk assessment was 6.3 mg/1
(ranging from 0.037 to 6.34 mg/1). In April 1998, dissolved zinc
was detected 25 times in the wells west of Lindenwood Road (out
of 31 wells), ranging in concentration to 9.27 mg/1 (in well
G109A, in the southeast corner, where the next highest concentra-
tion was 1.73 mg/1 in well G109; the maximum in the downgradient
wells was 4.18 mg/1). All but one of the dissolved zinc detects
were below 6.3 mg/1. The detection limit was 0.022 mg/1. The
vinyl chloride concentration used for the 1991 risk assessment
was 14 pg/1. In April 1998, vinyl chloride was detected one
time, at 15 pg/1, and this was in a southeast corner well. The
detection limit was 2 pg/1. The dissolved arsenic concentration
used for the 1991 risk assessment was 8.4 pg/1 (ranging from 2 to
46 pg/1). In April 1998, dissolved arsenic was detected 10
times, ranging in concentration to 25 pg/1, but 8 of the detec-
tions were below 8.4 pg/1. The detection limit was 2 pg/1. Thus
the concentrations of the substances that were the significant
contributors to the risks calculated in 1991 have generally de-
creased or remained similar to previous levels. Since the risks
and hazard quotients are directly proportional to the concentra-
tions, the risks and hazard quotients have generally decreased or
remained similar. Although the risks and hazard quotients have
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not been recalculated for this ROD, it is clear that risks are
still present above USEPA's requirements for remedial action.
Some MCLs are being exceeded.

VII. Remedial Action Objectives

The remedial action objectives that guided the selection of a
remedy for this site in the 1991 ROD and this ROD are: -

1) Restore the aquifer outside the waste disposal area and the
surrounding zone of attenuation to drinking water standards
within a reasonable time frame. Currently, based on a
groundwater flow model, a reasonable time frame for observ-
ing significant reductions in groundwater impacts downgrad-
ient is 7 to 10 years.

2) Minimize future migration of groundwater contamination.

3) Reduce or eliminate future contamination of groundwater.

4) Reduce or eliminate the direct contact threat of contami-
nated soils and wastes.

5) Minimize or eliminate contaminant migration to the ground-
water and surface waters to levels that ensure the benefi-
cial use of the resources.

6) Minimize or eliminate the threat of exposure to landfill
gas.

VIII. Description of Alternatives

There are low concentrations of VOCs in the groundwater west of
the waste disposal area. The landfill owner now owns land on the
west side of Killbuck Creek, which had not been owned when the
1991 ROD was issued. Illinois EPA, which issued and enforces the
operating permit, has agreed that the best course of action for
the groundwater would be to monitor the situation to make sure
that the AGQSs were not exceeded beyond the GMZ and to determine
if capping the wastes and removing most of the leachate would
lead to reductions in the concentrations of contaminants in the
groundwater.

The main methods evaluated as alternatives for the barrier well
system of the 1991 ROD were an air sparging system (in which air
would be injected into the groundwater in place to strip the few
volatile organics from the water and possibly decrease the ammon-
ia concentrations) and monitored natural attenuation. Monitored
natural attenuation refers to the reliance on natural attenuation
processes, in a carefully controlled and monitored cleanup
approach, to achieve site-specific remedial objectives within a
time frame that is reasonable compared to that offered by other
more active methods. The natural attenuation processes that are
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at work in such a remediation approach include a variety of
physical, chemical, or biological processes that, under favorable
conditions, act without human intervention to reduce the mass,
toxicity, mobility, volume, or concentration of contaminants in
soil or groundwater.

Therefore, four alternatives have been considered for the ground-
water of OU 1, essentially all of the groundwater at and near the
Site where contamination has occurred:

- in-situ air sparging system;
- monitored natural attenuation which includes a contingency

component;
- no change, that is, the barrier well system specified in 1991

along with treatment of the extracted groundwater; and
- no action.

The first three alternatives include a requirement for additional
deed restrictions (more than one if separate pieces of property
are involved). These deed restrictions are to be placed or
sought on property west of Killbuck Creek under which the ground-
water is contaminated. These deed restrictions will be to pre-
vent the use of the groundwater on the property as a drinking
water supply.

The contingency component of the monitored natural attenuation
alternative would be implemented if it were determined that the
extent of the groundwater contamination was increasing downgrad-
ient (that is, if a statistical analysis of the groundwater con-
centrations definitely showed an increasing trend) 7 to 10 years
after final capping of the waste disposal area when the full ef-
fect of the source control measures would have reached the down-
gradient area, based on modeling, or if the groundwater contami-
nation became a threat to a water supply well. This contingency
remedy would be an active remedy and might consist of the barrier
well system of the 1991 ROD, the air sparging system that has
been investigated, or some other means of addressing the contami-
nation in an active manner. The system selected would have to be
one acceptable to Illinois EPA and USEPA, and it must be a system
that would lead to the restoration of the downgradient ground-
water to beneficial use. All the alternatives, except the no-
action one, require that the plume of contamination be properly
tracked. This may require additional monitoring wells toward the
west since the GMZ is presently at the westernmost wells.

The landfill operator's contractor did a preliminary design of
the air sparging system, in which air would be injected into the
groundwater through wells and would be collected in adjacent
wells, really a combination of air sparging and soil vapor ex-
traction. The contractor also considered some other possible
alternatives for treatment of water extracted as part of a bar-
rier well system, the remedy of the 1991 ROD.
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The contractor estimated the costs for the air sparging system
and an ex-situ system similar to the barrier well system with air
stripping for the extracted water that was selected in the 1991
ROD (identified as Alternative 6). For the "air sparging sys-
tem", the estimated capital costs were $420,000 and the annual
operation and maintenance costs were $37,000 (1995). The con-
tractor's estimates for the air stripping system (which includes
the extraction system) were $3,100,000 for capital costs and
$780,000 for the annual operating and maintenance costs. The
groundwater part of the 1991 Alternative 6 was estimated at about
$320,000 for capital costs and about $95,000 annual operating
costs in the 1991 feasibility study report. The differences are
primarily due to an estimated flow of 100 gpm in 1991 and 500 gpm
for this study and the need for stripping the ammonia in the 1995
study, which was not included in the 1991 estimate. A cost esti-
mate for monitored natural attenuation was not prepared. Not
including the costs for the contingency remedy, which has not
been specified and consequently cannot be costed, its costs would
be primarily for monitoring and the analyses needed to periodi-
cally evaluate the conditions and compare them to the expecta-
tions. This cost will be below the cost of the above two active
systems. The no-action remedy would also include monitoring of
the groundwater, so it does have some costs associated with it,
which also have not been determined but would be lower than the
other three alternatives.

For the groundwater in the southeast corner (OU 2), three alter-
natives have been considered:

- actively remediate this water separately from the rest of the
groundwater at the Site with a pump-and-treat or similar
system, and have a deed restriction placed on the property;

- handle this groundwater with the rest of the contaminated
groundwater at the Site after it mixes with this ground-
water, designated the institutional controls alternative
since a deed restriction would have to be placed on the
property; and

- no action.

The deed restriction will be to prevent the use of the ground-
water on the southeast corner property as a drinking water sup-
ply. The property where the deed restriction will be placed will
include the area where well nests G109 and G113 and wells G114,
G110, and B13 are located and will include that area excluded
from the Superfund site defined in the 1993 Consent Decree that
was designated the southeast corner.

All three alternatives include a requirement for monitoring the
groundwater in the southeast corner, which is presently being
done. Already there is the pump-and-treat system operating at
the Acme Solvent site, which began operation in July 1995. This
system is expected to reduce the organic contamination in the
southeast corner groundwater. The cap that is to be completed on
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the rest of the landfill, along with the improved control of
leachate elevations, are also expected to reduce the contamina-
tion entering the groundwater in the southeast corner. Together
these provide source control for the groundwater here. And, as
mentioned earlier, the concentrations of many of the VOCs, the
major contaminants of concern in the southeast corner ground-
water, are higher here than further downgradient, indicating that
natural attenuation processes are functioning.

IX. Summary of Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

This section discusses the nine evaluation criteria with regard
to the alternatives that have been considered for the remedy for
OU 2 and the remedy change for OU 1.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

At present there is no exposure for humans or animals to the con-
taminated groundwater, either downgradient from the Site or in
the southeast corner. There may be some exposure to the contami-
nation through contact with water from the creek. However, dur-
ing the RI done for the 1991 ROD no unacceptable risks were iden-
tified for this pathway. Future exposure to contaminated ground-
water will be prevented by institutional controls that are in
place or will be put into place in all but the strictly no-action
alternatives. In addition, the groundwater will be monitored to
make sure that the area of contaminated groundwater is well de-
fined and is not changing or spreading in a manner that would
pose unacceptable human health or environmental risks. Using the
institutional controls alternative for the southeast corner
groundwater would not be expected to significantly change the
rest of the groundwater at the Site downgradient from there.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements

The operation of the landfill is controlled by the Illinois EPA
as part of its permitting responsibilities. Operation of the
landfill is required to be in compliance with all applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) of the state and
federal governments. The landfill operator's compliance with its
permit will assure that the landfill is complying with the ARARs.
Except in the case of no action, the other alternatives for OU 1
comply with the permit requirements. Regarding the southeast
corner, the sources of the contamination there have been or will
be controlled and this is expected to result in the contamination
in this groundwater returning to acceptable levels.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

The goal is to restore the groundwater outside the zone of at-
tenuation to beneficial use once the landfill is fully closed.
The capping of the landfill and the removal of the leachate and
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the prevention of contamination from the Acme Solvent site will
control the sources of groundwater contamination. All the pro-
posed alternatives are expected to lead to the restoration of the
groundwater to beneficial use. Capping of a landfill is con-
sidered effective and, with the required maintenance, permanent.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume (TMV) Through
Treatment

Most of the reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume will be
obtained through the extraction of leachate from the landfill and
its subsequent treatment in the local wastewater treatment plant.
The pump-and-treat system at the Acme Solvent site is also re-
ducing the contamination in the groundwater. Ex-situ treatment
of groundwater at or downgradient of the Pagel's Pit site would
also provide some reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume, as
would an in-situ treatment system. Such treatment is not expect-
ed to be needed with the monitored natural attenuation alterna-
tive, but there is a contingency for using treatment if it is
necessary. There would be no treatment with the institutional
controls alternative for OU 2 or for the no-action alternatives
for the groundwater of OU 1 or for OU 2.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

The implementation of any of the alternatives should not present
any additional exposures of humans or the environment to the con-
tamination, with the possible exception of site workers install-
ing any wells. Although the contamination might possibly be re-
duced more quickly with an extraction and treatment system or an
in-situ process than with monitored natural attenuation, such a
system might result in exposures to humans and the environment as
the contaminants are being removed (volatiles being stripped from
the water and/or generation of a sludge that may contain hazard-
ous substances).

6. Implementability

There are no anticipated problems associated with implementing
any of the alternatives. If the active groundwater remediation
contingency were implemented, some investigation and development
would probably be needed to design an effective system,

7. Cost

Monitored natural attenuation is expected to be much more cost-
effective than the implementation of an extraction and treatment
system immediately for groundwater remediation. This can be seen
from the cost figures presented above.
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8. State Acceptance

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency has verbally con-
curred with this Record of Decision and has prepared a Letter of
Concurrence for the selected remedies. Upon receipt of the Let-
ter of Concurrence, the USEPA will include it in the Administra-
tive Record for this site.

9. Community Acceptance

Community acceptance of the selected remedy is discussed in the
Responsiveness Summary (Appendix B).

X. Selected Remedy

Description of the Institutional Controls Selected Remedy
for O0 2—Southeast Corner Groundwater

In the area of the Pagel's Pit site the general direction of flow
of the groundwater is toward the west. This will result in most,
if not all, of the contaminated groundwater moving toward the
west and mixing with the contaminated groundwater already there.
At the Acme Solvent site a pump-and-treat system has been in-
stalled to block the migration of contamination from that site
into the southeast corner of the Pagel's Pit site (and other
areas to the west of the Acme Solvent site). The VOC contamina-
tion in the groundwater at well G120B, which is west of the ex-
traction wells for the Acme Solvent site, has dropped from a
concentration of 149 ug/1 in 1992 to about 35 ug/1 in 1997 to
1998. The organic contaminant concentrations in the southeast
corner are generally greater than they are further downgradient,
indicating that natural processes are attenuating these contami-
nants. The eventual capping and leachate removal called for by
the 1991 ROD for the waste disposal area at the Pagel's Pit site,
after the present waste disposal area (called the north unit)
reaches capacity, which is presently expected to happen within
about 2 years, should reduce or eliminate leakage of leachate
from this landfill into the southeast corner. The southeast cor-
ner property is owned by the operator of the present landfill;
this operator has control over use of this property. Deed re-
strictions have been placed on the property being used for the
present landfill that prevent the use of the groundwater there
for a water supply, and a deed restriction will be placed on the
southeast corner for the same purpose. A new landfill (called
the south unit) is being developed to the south and southwest of
the southeast corner, which will further restrict possible future
uses of the property and the property immediately surrounding it.
There appears to be no compelling reason for addressing the
groundwater in the southeast corner separately from the rest of
the groundwater at the site.

For these reasons, the institutional controls remedy has been
selected for the groundwater in the southeast corner (OU 2). The
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contamination here will be addressed as this contamination be-
comes a part of the groundwater associated with the rest of the
Site. This remedy does require continued monitoring of the
groundwater in the southeast corner.

Description of the Selected Remedy Change for the OU 1
Groundwater

When it was determined that if the groundwater extraction and
treatment system of the 1991 ROD were to be implemented, the
amount of work would be greatly increased because of the higher
yield of the aquifer and the presence of significant amounts of
ammonia, another means of addressing the contaminated groundwater
west of the waste disposal area was sought. Pursuant to the Il-
linois solid waste regulations in 35 IAC 811.324-326, the opera-
tor has developed, with the approval of the Illinois EPA, a cor-
rective action plan that addresses the contaminated groundwater
at the facility. This corrective action plan is essentially mon-
itored natural attenuation with source control. The acceptance
of the corrective action plan by the Illinois EPA establishes a
groundwater management zone (GMZ) in which groundwater is being
managed to mitigate impaired water quality due to the presence of
contaminants. The currently accepted Illinois EPA corrective ac-
tion is construction of a 35 IAC 811 compliant cap, extraction of
leachate utilizing a system of vertical wells, and monitoring of
groundwater quality within the GMZ to determine the effectiveness
of source removal and control. The western 16.6 acres of the
landfill have been capped, finishing in late 1997, and in the
spring of 1999 significant extraction of leachate has finally be-
gun; there had been a delay because of the failure of the initial
pumps tried. The levels of organic contamination along the west-
ern border of the landfill are not high. As discussed above, the
contamination west of Lindenwood Road has been decreasing or
holding somewhat steady. The lower levels of organic contamina-
tion west of the landfill as compared to the levels in the south-
east corner demonstrate that natural attenuation processes are
acting in the area. The capping of the landfill and the reduc-
tion of the leachate level is expected to further decrease the
contamination in the groundwater. The operation of the pump-and-
treat system at the Acme Solvent site will also reduce the con-
tamination reaching this Site; this is another part of the source
control. Since the 1991 ROD was issued, the landfill operator
has obtained additional property to the west of the site, which
is west of Killbuck Creek, and therefore has control over this
property. The operator has also constructed a replacement wet-
land on part of this property, next to the creek, which limits
the use of this part of the property. There has been no indica-
tion that water supply wells at the residences to the northwest
of the landfill have been affected by the landfill, or have even
been immediately threatened.

For these reasons, but primarily because the sources of the con-
tamination are being controlled, monitored natural attenuation
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has been selected for the remedy change for the groundwater of OU
1. The monitored natural attenuation replaces the barrier well
system, which is the groundwater extraction along the west side
of the Site and the treatment for disposal of this water, which
was selected in the 1991 ROD. The monitored natural attenuation
remedy includes the imposition of deed restrictions on the pro-
perty west of Killbuck Creek under which the groundwater is con-
taminated at levels which make it unsafe for use as a source of
drinking water, the requirement that the monitoring well network
to the west fully define the extent of the plume of contamina-
tion, and the inclusion of a contingent remedy in case the
groundwater contamination does not appear to be decreasing or
begins to threaten properties further to the west. The deed
restrictions will be to prevent the use of the groundwater as a
drinking water supply on property to the west where the ground-
water is contaminated at unacceptable levels. The contingency
component of the monitored natural attenuation alternative would
be implemented if it were determined that the extent of the
groundwater contamination was increasing downgradient of the Site
(that is, if a statistical analysis of the groundwater concentra-
tions definitely showed an increasing trend) 7 to 10 years after
final capping of the waste disposal area when the full effect of
the source control measures would have reached the downgradient
area, based on modeling, or if the groundwater contamination
became a threat to a water supply well. This contingency remedy
would be an active remedy and might consist of the barrier well
system of the 1991 ROD, the air sparging system that has been
investigated, or some other means of addressing the contamination
in an active manner. The system selected would have to be one
acceptable to Illinois EPA and USEPA, and it would be a system
that would lead to the restoration of the downgradient ground-
water to beneficial use.

XI. Statutory Determinations

The Proposed Plan for the remedy for OU 2 and the change of part
of the remedy for OU 1 for the Pagel's Pit site was released for
public comment in August 1999. The Proposed Plan identified the
"no action" remedy for OU 2 and monitored natural attenuation for
the change in part of the remedy for OU 1 as the preferred alter-
natives. USEPA has reviewed all written and oral comments re-
ceived during the comment period. Upon review of these comments,
USEPA has determined that no significant changes to the remedy,
as it was originally identified in the Proposed Plan, are neces-
sary, except that the no action for OU 2 has been modified to in-
clude a deed restriction in the southeast corner (and is desig-
nated the institutional controls remedy).

A. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The baseline risk assessment performed for the Pagel's Pit site
for the 1991 ROD identified one exposure scenario that resulted
in noncarcinogenic health effects that may be of concern and can-
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cer risks that are substantially greater than the USEPA's sug-
gested risk range. This scenario was for the use of the contami-
nated groundwater at the site as a water supply, and the ex-
posures were due to ingestion of and dermal contact with the
water and inhalation of vapors that might arise from the water.
These risks are addressed by the selected remedies. The ground-
water of the southeast corner (OO 2) is not available as a source
of drinking water. The groundwater of OU 1 will also not be
available in the affected areas until the contamination has de-
creased to acceptable levels, either through the natural attenua-
tion processes or through the implementation of the contingent
remedy. The acceptable levels will be the lesser of: a) a cancer
risk of no more than IxlO"5 and a HI of no more than 1.0 or con-
taminant concentrations below the MCLs, which were specified in
the 1991 ROD; or 2) less than the AGQSs established in conjunc-
tion with the corrective action presently being implemented.

Any operational systems that might be needed for the implementa-
tion of the selected remedies (for example, an air stripper if
the contingent remedy for OU 1 becomes necessary) must not expose
anyone to cancer risk greater than IxlO"4 or a HI greater than 1.
Discharges of any treated water to Killbuck Creek will be re-
gulated by the NPDES (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System) requirements, which will ensure that the remedial action
does not adversely affect the stream.

Based on the levels of contaminants detected in the aquatic eco-
system, ecological effects are not expected. Based on the fact
that the groundwater is the main means by which contamination is
transported, terrestrial ecosystem effects are not expected.

B. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements

Either of the selected remedies will meet all identified applic-
able or relevant and appropriate requirements, both Federal and
State. The following ARARs have been identified for the Site and
its remediation:

Chemical specific
SDWA national primary drinking water standards (40 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) 141)
Clean Air Act (CAA) national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS) (40 CFR 50)
CAA national emission standards for hazardous air pollutants
(NESHAPs) (40 CFR 61)
Illinois water quality standards (35 Illinois Administrative
Code (IAC) 302)
Illinois general effluent standards (35 IAC 304)
Illinois sewer discharge criteria (35 IAC 307)
Illinois air quality standards (35 IAC 243)
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Action specific
- CWA NPDES administered permit programs (40 CFR 122)
- CWA NPDES standards (40 CFR 125)
- CWA pretreatment standards (40 CFR 403)

RCRA definition and identification of hazardous waste (40
CFR 261)
RCRA standards for generators of hazardous waste (40 CFR
262)
RCRA standards for transport of hazardous waste (40 CFR 263)
Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) general industry
standards (29 CFR 1910)
OSHA safety and health standards for construction (29 CFR
1926)
Department of Transportation (DOT) rules for transportation
of hazardous materials (49 CFR 107, 171)
Illinois regulations for groundwater quality (35 IAC 620)
Illinois regulations for solid waste (35 IAC 807)
Illinois regulations for special waste hauling (35 IAC 809)
Illinois regulations for solid waste disposal (35 IAC 810)
Illinois standards for new solid waste landfills (35 IAC
811)
Illinois regulations for permit application (35 IAC 812)
Illinois procedural requirements for permitted landfills (35
IAC 813)
Illinois standards for existing landfills and units (35 IAC
814)
Illinois procedural requirements for exempt landfills (35
IAC 815)
Illinois waste disposal regulations (35 IAC 702, 703, 705,
720, 721, 722, 723, 724)

- Illinois landfill regulations (35 IAC 729)
Illinois regulations for prohibition of air pollution (35
IAC 201)
Illinois regulations for emissions of fugitive and
particulate matter (35 IAC 212)
Illinois organic air emission standards (35 IAC 215)

- Illinois NPDES permit regulations (35 IAC 309)
Illinois pretreatment programs (35 IAC 310)
Illinois treatment plant operator plant certification (35
IAC 312)
Illinois recommended standards for sewer works (35 IAC 370)
Illinois regulations for major stationary sources
construction and modification (35 IAC.203)
Illinois sulfur limitations (35 IAC 2i4)
Illinois carbon monoxide emissions for incinerators (35 IAC
216)
Illinois nitrogen oxide emissions, fuel combustion (35 I AC
217)
Illinois sound emission standards and limitations (35 IAC
901)
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Location specific
National Environmental Policy Act, wetlands and floodplains
and fish and wildlife (40 CFR 6)

- Illinois counties, floodplain regulation (55 ILCS 5/5-40001)

To Be Considered Criteria
- SDWA maximum contaminant level goals (40 CFR 141.50)

C. Cost-Effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness is the most decisive consideration in the
choice of the selected remedies. The selected remedies are
protective and they comply with the ARARs. Although it will
probably take longer for the groundwater to reach the levels
necessary for its beneficial use with monitored natural attenua-
tion, this additional time is not expected to be unreasonable.
Addressing the groundwater in the southeast corner as just a part
of the groundwater at the Site is the most reasonable and cost-
effective response.

D. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative
Treatment (or Resource Recovery) Technologies to the Maximum
Extent Practicable (MBP)

USEPA believes that the alternatives selected, combined with the
parts of the remedy selected in the 1991 ROD that have not been
changed, represent the maximum extent to which permanent solu-
tions and treatment technologies can be utilized in a cost-
effective manner. The selected alternatives provide the best
balance of long-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction of
TMV through treatment, short term effectiveness, implementabil-
ity, and cost, taking into account the statutory preference for
treatment as a principal element as well as state and community
acceptance.

E. Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

This site is a sanitary landfill, and it is generally recognized
that containment will be the main method of addressing the
wastes, which pose only relatively low, long-term threats to
human health and the environment. Treatment of the leachate in
the local publicly owned treatment works (POTW) and the utiliza-
tion of the landfill gas, or burning it, which were specified in
the 1991 ROD, and the possible treatment of the groundwater if
the contingent remedy is required are the extents to which
treatment has been used.

This remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treat-
ment as a principal element of the remedy- The size of the land-
fill and the fact that no on-site hot spots representing major
sources of contamination have been located preclude a remedy in
which contaminants could be excavated and treated effectively.
No principal threat has been identified at the site.
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F. Five-Year Review Requirements

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining
on-site above health-based levels, a review will be conducted
within five years after commencement of remedial action to ensure
that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human
health and the environment.

XII. Explanation of Change

Since the release of the Proposed Plan, it has been discovered
that the 1993 Consent Decree did not result in placing a deed re-
striction on the southeast corner property to prevent the instal-
lation of water supply wells there. That Consent Decree did re-
sult in the placement of such a restriction on the rest of the
Superfund site defined in the document. Therefore, for this ROD
the alternatives for the southeast corner groundwater (OU 2) have
been expanded and modified by adding the institutional controls
alternative and modifying the remediation alternative by adding a
requirement for deed restrictions. The remedy selected here is
the institutional controls alternative rather than the strictly
no-action alternative. USEPA does not believe that this is a
major change, and that this change could be anticipated. It was
made because it was believed that the deed restriction in place
included the southeast corner. The net result of the change made
here is to bring the Site to the condition that the Proposed Plan
had proposed.
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Table 1. Selected Analytical Results
Substance

vinyl chloride
cis-1, 2-dichloroethene
trichloroethene
tetrachloroethene
benzene
chlorobenzene
1, 4-dichlorobenzene
thallium
manganese (dis)
arsenic (dis)
zinc (dis)
ammonia-nitrogen (dis)
chloride (dis)

Units
ug/i
ug/1
ug/i
ug/i
ug/i
ug/i
ug/i
ug/i
ug/i
ug/i
mg/1
mg/1
mg/1

MCLa

2
70
5
5
5

100
75
2
b
50*
b

b

AGQS
17
150
66
26
2.8
5
3.7

200
1480

2
236
0.9
87.5

Cone . Range — 120B
ND
20 to 23
6 to 7

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
0.107
0.09 to 0.44
12.9 to 18.6

Cone, Range — SEC
4 to IS
9 to 98

21 to 42
8 to 15
2
18 to 24
23 to 37
ND
28 to 2800
17 to 35
0.11 to 9.27
0.12 to 1.04
3.4 to 181

Cone. Range — DG
ND
6 to 9
5
6 to 12
2 to 3

ND
6 to 13
2 to 9
20 to 1400
2.6 to 25
0.025 to 4.18
0.1 to 164
7.2 to 485

C

c
d
d
e

fr J

g* j
h, j

i
Note: Cone. Range is the range of concentrations where there were detects Tor

the May 1997 and April 1998 sampling events. There may also have
been non-detects. In the comments below, only the results for these two
sampling events are considered unless something else is specifically
mentioned. Bolded numbers are concentrations that exceed the MCL.
ND means the substance was not detected. The abbreviations used in
the table are: MCL = maximum contaminant level; AGQS = applicable
groundwater quality standards (generally a background concentration);
C = comments. The area designations are: DC = downgradient (all wells
west of the southeast corner); SEC = southeast comer (wells Gl 13,
Gl 13A, G109, G109A, and Gl 14); 120B = well G120B, the well be-
tween the Acme Solvent site and the landfill. Under substances, "dis"
means that the dissolved concentrations are being used rather than the
total; dissolved concentrations are determined using samples that are
filtered when they are obtained.

Comments (C):
a) Maximum contaminant levels (MCL) are for total quantity present, not

just the dissolved amount.
b) Secondary maximum contaminant levels (SMCLs) are not health based;

they are for total quantity present, not the dissolved amount. For man-
ganese, SMCL = 50 ug/1; for zinc, SMCL = 5 mg/1; for chloride, SMCL
- 250 mg/1.

c) The few benzene detects were in wells very close to the landfill.
d) The only detects of chlorobenzene and 1,4-dichlorobenzene in the south-

east comer were in well Gl 14.
e) For thallium, in 1997 there were 2 detects in the 18 wells sampled and in

1998 there were 2 detects in the 26 wells sampled downgradient. The
high value of AGQS for thallium is reportedly due to a high detection

value during one of the rounds of sampling used for determining the
AGQS. Only total thallium is being determined now; during the RI
dissolved thallium was determined.

0 For dissolved manganese, the highest value in the southeast corner was
found in well Gl 14 in May 1997. Hie next highest concentration meas-
ured in this well in the 9 quarterly samples between 2,97 and 1/99 was
440 ug/1. In the 5/97 and 4/98 samplings, the next highest concentration
measured in the southeast coiner was 769 ug/1. In the downgradient
area, in 5/97, the concentrations of 11 of 18 samples exceeded the
SMCL, in 4/98,12 of 26 exceeded, and in 5/99,13 of 26 exceeded.

g) The only detects of dissolved arsenic in the southeast corner were in well
G114.

h) For dissolved zinc, in 1997 there were 0 detects that exceeded the SMCL
in die 18 downgradient wells sampled and in 1998 there were 0 detects
mat exceeded the SMCL in the 26 downgradient wells sampled. In 1997
and 1998 the only detects mat exceeded the SMCL were in well G109A.
For total zinc, there were 2 detects in 1997 and 3 detects in 1998 that ex-
ceeded the SMCL. The AGQS for total zinc is 622 mg/1.

i) For dissolved chloride in the southeast comer, the lowest detects were in
well Gl 14, which had the only detects of chlorobenzene and 1,4-di-
chlorobenzene, which are suspected as coming from the landfill, and the
only detects of dissolved arsenic. In the downgradient area, the highest
concentrations are generally in the wells close to the landfill. In a few
cases where this was not the case, the dissolved chloride concentrations
in those wells tended to fluctuate over a wide range with time.

j) Concentrations of the dissolved substance are being used for manganese,
zinc, and arsenic because these were used in the RI.
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saris* of requests for
Issuance or renew* L of
certain suppleawital
permits

Michael U. Repps, USEPA Rockford Slecktop
Constr.

Correspondence

80/04/28

80/10/10

84/04/30

84/10/19

Letter Re: Nydrogeologic Steven G. Ulttaem end
Invest list Ion, Pegel Pft Daniel R. Vista, Uertyn
Landfill Engineering. Inc.

Letter re: Leechate for Violet Chan, Sanitary
the EP Toxicity Test for District of Rockford
Pagel Pit

Letter re: Attached
copies, of Pegel Pit
leechate analysis

Richard U. Elek,
Sanitary District of
Rockford

Letter re: Proposed Rldgway N. Nell, Crowell
Amendment to CERCU I Moring
National Priorities List

C.Howard, Blktop Correspondence
Constr.

U. Forlstal. RSSI Correspondence

D. Favero, IEPA Correspondence

U. IliJiaisn, USEPA Correspondence

84/10/22 Letter re: Proposed Ridgway M. Hall, Crowell
Aawndftent to CERCLA ft Moring
Hetlonal Priorities List

L. Friadaan, USEPA Correspondence

84/10/22 Letter re: Proposed Ridgway M. Hall, Crowell
Addition of Pagel's Pit ft Moring
to the National
Priorities
List

R. Bartlett, USEPA Correspondence

84/12/06 Letter re: Proposed Ridgway M. Hall, Crowell
•••nrtaint to the CERCLA ft Moring
Netional Priorities List

U. NedeMen, USEPA Correspondence

Ridgway M. Hall, Jr.,
Crowell ft Moring

85/03/27 Letter re: Staipleeient
to Coaawnte in
Response to EPA's
Notice of Proposal to
Add Sites to the CERLCA
National Priorities
List (Proposed
October 15, 1984)

85/07/12 Letter re: Grouidwater Janes A. Hil l and Daniel
level monitoring U. Hell, Warzyn

Engineering

D. Favero, USEPA Correspondence

C. Howard, Uimebago Correspondence 10



Page No. 2
04/12/91

F1CHE/FRAME PAGES DATE TITLE

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
PACEL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE

ROOCFORD, ILLINOIS

AUTHOR

Inc.

RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE DOCNUMBER

Lisa Seglin. USEPA

Lisa S. Seglin. USEPA 6. Merzorati

1 B6/OS/ZS Letter re:
Adainlstrativo
Order by Content and the
date of the press release

2 86/10/09 Letter re: Caassnt
period on the
Administrative Concent
Order (receipt attached)

2 87/01/21 Letter re: Pegel't PU David Favero. USEPA
Administrative Order by
Consent, USEPA's cowant*
on Receptor/Pathway
Analysis

R. Nail, Crouelt ft Correspondence
Moring

Correspondence

G. Merzorati,
Ulnnabago

Correspondence

11

12

13

1 87/10/08

2 88/04/22

6 89/05/25

3 89/05/31

15 89/10/16

1 89/10/20

8 89/10/24

Letter re: Uarzyn James A. Hill and Daniel D. Faverq, USEPA
Project Manager for the U. Hall, Uarzyn
Remedial Investigation Engineering, inc.
activities

Correspondence 14

Robert T. Key, United
States Department of
Interior

K. Ualdvogel, USEPA Correspondence

Robert Kay, United States 8. Schorle, USEPA
Department of Interior

Correspondence

Letter re: Consents
concerning sampling at
Pagel's Pit

Letter re: Enclosed
copies of stream flow
and water quality data
for Killbuck Creek south
of New Mi Iford

Letter re: Round IV Jam A. Hill, Uarzyn 8. Schorle, USEPA Correspondence
Leachate Sampling Pagel's Engineering, Inc.
Landfill

Letter re: Comments Robert Kay
concerning technical
•alters at Pagel's Pit

Letter re: Locations of Bernard J. Schorl*,
additional wells USEPA

8. Schorle, USEPA Correspondence

G. Marzorati,
Uimbago

Correspondence

Letter re: Project Janes A. Hill and Gary E. 8. Schorle, USEPA Correspondence
Status, Uirmebago Parker, Uarzyn
Reclamation Landfill. Engineering
Remedial Investigation Inc.

15

17

18

19

20



Page No. 3
(K/12/91

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
PAGEL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE

ROOCFORO, ILLINOIS

F1CHE/FRAME PAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE DOCNUMBER

J

89/10/25 Letter re: Certified
Letter of October 20,
1969 Uimebago
Reclamation (Pagel Pit)
Landfill

89/11/13 Letter re: Response to
letter of October 20,
1969 requesting
Respondents undertake
certain additional work

90/01/15 Letter re: Update of
Table 3 in QAPP,
Uirmebago Reclamation
Landfill

Gary L. Merzoratl,
Uimebago Reclamation
Service, Inc.

I. ichor le, USEPA Correspondence 21

James A. M i l l and Gary E. B. Schorle, USEPA
Parker, Uarzyn
Engineering
Inc.

Correspondence 22

Gary E. Parker. Uarzyn
Engineering, Inc.

B. Schorls, USEPA Correspondence

J

90/03/09 Letter re: Additional Ridgway M. Hall, Jr.
wells in the area between CroweU I Nor ing
Uinnebego Reclamation
Landfill and the Acme
Solvent sites

S.Kaiser, USEPA Correspondence

90/05/03 Letter re: March 9, 1990 Steven P. Kaiser, USEPA
letter setting forth
proposal to share costs
and responsibility for
the installation of
additional groundwater
sampling wells

R. Hall, CroweU &
Noring

Correspondence 25

2 90/10/01 Letter re: Update on Gary L. Marzorati.
status of plan to develop Winnebago Reclamation
additional landfill space Service, Inc.
in area south of existing
PageL's Landfill

B, Schorle, USEPA Correspondence

1 90/10/05 Letter re: Request for
ARARs and TBCs

Bernard J. Schorle, USEPA P. Takacs, IEPA Correspondence 27

5 90/11/27

17 90/11/30

87/00/00

Letter re:
Identification
of ARARS

Paul E. Takacs, Illinois B. Schorle, USEPA Correspondence
Environmental Protection
Agency

Letter re: PageL's Pit Bernard J. Schorle, USEPA G. Parker, Uarzyn Correspondence
Site--ARARs Eng.

Acme Solvent and Pagel's USEPA
Pit Site

Fact Sheets

28

29

30



Page No. 4
04/12/91

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
PAGCL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE

ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS

FICHE/FRAME PAGES DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE DOCNUHBEH

1 87/06/00 Superfund Update, Acme USEPA
Solvant/Pagel's Pit

10 90/10/00 Proposed Plan for the USEPA
Acme Solvent Reclaiming,
Inc. Superfund Site

Fact Sheets

Fact Sheets 32

2 90/10/29

4 90/11/02

2 90/11/05

B. Schorle. USEPA Memorandum

Nemo re: Water Division Dale S. Bryson, USEPA
Review of Draft
Alternative Array Report

Memo re: Alternatives William Beyer, USEPA
Array Document(AAD)

D. ULlrich, USEPA Memorandum

B. Schorle, USEPA Memorandimi

33

34

35

2 90/11/09 Memo re: TSCA AftAfts Stephen M. Johnson, USEPA B. Schorle, USEPA '
review of Pagel's Pit
NPt Site, Uimebaso
Reclamation Landfill,
CERCLA Alternatives
Array Document

Memorandum 36

7 90/11/09 Memo re: Toxicity Values Pei-Fung Hurst, USEPA
(Pagel's Pit/Illinois)

11 00/00/00 Response to Comments on
Proposed NPL Listing

84 84/06/11 Revised Scoring Package
for Pagel's Pit

B. Schorle, USEPA Memorandum

Other

Other

37

38

39

59 84/07/17 Letter re: Attached C.J. Howard. Uirmebago R. Bartlett, USEPA
booklet including Reclamation Service, Inc.
Ecology ft Environment's
HAS Ranking, Roto
Rooter and Uarzyn HRS
Ranking

Other 40

198 84/12/14 Comments Submitted to
the United States
Environmental Protection
Agency on its Proposed
Listing of Pagel's Pit
on the Superfund
National Priorities
List (proposed
October 15, 1984))

Uimebago Reclamation
Service, Inc.

Other 41



Ho.
04/12/91

FICHE/fRAHE PAGES DATE TITLE

AMINlfTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
PAGEL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE

ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS

AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE DOCNUMBER

1 84/06/07

81 86/06/27

4 80/05/27

37 80/08/15

U 61/12/00

Phone Conversation re: Rodney J. Lym Nark Keister
Uinnebaoo Co. Forest
Preserve.

Administrative Ordar by
Conaant with attachad
Statement of Work
(effective data Octobar
16, 1966)

Potantlal Naurdoua Uaata USCPA
Sfta Identification and
Preliminary Assessment

H«thana Study, Ulnnabago Uarzyn Engineering, Inc. C.Howard.Uinnebego
Reclamation Service. Inc. Reel am
Pegel Pit Landfill
(Covar Lattar)

Phona Racord

Pleadlnga/Orders 43

Geology for Planning
in toon* and Uinrwbago
Counties Illinoii

Richard C. Serg, John ?.
Kaapton *nd Aay N.
Stecyfc Illinoi* Stata
Geological Survey

Reporta/Studfes

Report I/Studies

Reports/Studio

44

45

5 83/02/21 Preliminary Ataesaaiem Paul D. Shea, Ecology i
Envi roraaent

USEPA Reports/Studies 47

109 83/03/00 Extent of Sources of
Groundwater
Contanination,
Aoae Solvents Pegel't Pit
Area Near Norristoun,
Illinois

Ecology I Environment, USEPA
Inc.

Reports/Studies 48

16 83/08/22

163 85/03/27

Potential Hazardous Uaste USEPA
Site Inspection Report

Report Entitled:
Supplemental
Investigation Uimebago
Reclamation Landfill

Uarzyn Engineering, Inc. USEPA

Reports/Studies 49

Reports/Studies 50

120 85/06/00

14 86/11/00

Review of RI/FS Work on
the Acme Solvents Site

QA/QC Data Review -
Technical Memorandum

Eugene A. Hickok and
Associates

Uarzyn Engineering, Inc.

Acme Technical
Committee

Reports/Studies

Reports/Studies

51

52



Page No.
04/12/91

FICME/FRAME PACES DATE

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
PAGEL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE

ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS

TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE DOCNUMBER

19 86/11/00

18 87/08/00

TV 87/08/14

296 87/12/00

104 88/01/19

24 88/01/30

478 90/03/00

96 90/09/00

Technical Memorandum: Uarzyn Engineering, Inc. PtP Steering
Receptor/Pathway Analysis Committee
Pagel't Pit Landfill

Reports/Studies S3

Health and Safety Plan, Uarzyn Engineering, Inc. Respondent1 (Steering Reports/Studies 54
Remedial Investigation COM.
and Feasibility Study,
Pagel's Pit Landfill

Remedial Investigation/ Uarzyn Engineering, Inc. Respondent'sSteering Reports/Studies 55
Feasibility Study Work COM.
Plan

Quality Assurance Project Uarzyn Engineering, Inc. Respondent'sSteering Reports/Studies 56
Plan, Remedial Cons.
Investigation/FeasibiIity
Study

Report: Activity 3A.1 Gary Marzorati, Uimebego J. Kill, Uarzyn Eng. Reports/Studies 57
Landfill Operation (with Reclamation Service, Inc.
cover letter)

Quality Assurance Project Uarzyn Engineering, Inc.
Plan (QAPP)

Reports/Studies 58

Interim Groundwater Uarzyn Engineering, Inc. Respondent'sSteering Reports/Studies
Quality Evaluation and Cam*.
Appendices

Alternatives Array Uarzyn Engineering, Inc. PRP Group
Document

59

Reports/Studies 60

270 91/03/00

466 91/03/00

409 91/03/00

Remedial Investigation Uarzyn, Inc.
Report, Uinnebago
Reclamation Landfill
Volume 1 of 2

Remedial Investigation Uarzyn, Inc.
Report, Uinnebago
Reclamation Landfill
Volume 2 of 2

Pagel's Pit PftPs Reports/Studies 61

Pagel's Pit PRP6 Reports/Studies 62

Feasibility Study
Report, Uinnebago
Reclamation Landfill

Uarzyn, Inc. Pagel's Pit PRPs Reports/Studies 63



Page No.
04/12/91

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD REFERENCE INDEX
PAGEL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE, ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS

DOCUMENTS LISTED MAY IE FOUND IN THE ACME SOLVENT CAR)
AT THE ROCKFORO PUtLIC LIBRARY, 215 N. UYMAN, ROCKFORD. IL.

DATE TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE

85/02/00 Preliminary Feasibility
Study, Technical Report,
Acme Solvent! Superfund
Site

E.C. Jordan Co. IEPA Reports/Studies

87/09/00 Final Community Relations
Plan, Acme Solvent Site end
Pagel's Pit Site

90/02/23 Supplemental Technical
Investigation Final Report,
Acme Solvents Site

Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. USEPA

Hardlng Lawson Associate* USEPA

Reports/Studies

Reporta/Studies

90/08/06 Engineering Evaluation/Cost Handing Lawson Associates
Analysis Final Report

90/09/20 Remedial Action Alternatives Harding Lawson Associates
Evaluation Final Report,
Acme Solvent Site

USEPA

USEPA

Reports/Studies

Reports/Studi es



Page Ho.
04/12/91

T1HE

GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS INDEX
PAGEL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE

Guidance Document* ere available for review at
USEPA Region V-Chicago IL

AUTHOR DATE

Superfund Remedial Design
and Remedial Action
CRO/RA) Guidance

Superfund Federal-Lead
Remedial Project
Management Handbook

Data Quality Objectives
for Remedial Response
Activities: Example
Scenario: RI/FS
Activities at a Site with
Contaminated Sol la and
Ground Water (Volume 2)

Data Duality Objectives
for Remedial Response
Activities: Development
Process (Volume 1)

A Compendium of
Superfund Field Operations

Community Relations in
Superfund: A Handbook
(Interim Guidance)

Standard Operating
Safety Guides

CERCLA Compliance with
Other Laws Manual, Part
I (Interim Final)

Guidance for Conducting
Remedial Investigations
and Feasibility Studies
(RI/FS) Under CERCLA

Guidance on Remedial
Actions for Contaminated
Ground Water at Superfund
Sites

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

OSHA

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

86/06/01

86/12/00

87/03/00

87/03/00

87/12/01

86/06/00

88/07/05

88/08/00

88/10/00

88/12/00

Risk Assessment Guidance
for Superfund, Volume II:
Environmental Evaluation

USEPA 89/03/00



Page No.
04/12/91

TITLE

GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS INDEX
PAGEL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE

Guidance Documents are available for review at
USEPA Region V-CMcago IL

AUTHOR DATE

Manual

Applicable or Relevant
and Appropriate
Requirement! (ARARs)
Qs a Aa

Control of Air Emissions
froai Superfund Air
Strippera at Superfund
Ground Uater Sites

Guidance on Preparing
Superfund Decfaion
Documents: The Proposed
Plan, the Record of
Decision, Explanation
of Significant
Differences; The Record
of Decision Amendment
(Interim Final)

Superfund LDR Guide *5:
Determining When Land
Disposal Restrictions
(LDRs) are "Applicable"
to CERCLA Response
Actions

Superfund LDR Guide *4:
Complying with the Haunter
Restrictions Under Land
Disposal Restrictions
(LOfis)

Superfund LDR Guide *3:
Treatment Standards and
Minimum Technology
Requirements Under Land
Disposal Restrictions
(LDRs)

Superfund LDR Guide 02:
Complying with the
California List
Restrictions Under Land
Disposal Restrictions
(LDRs)

USEPA 89/05/00

USEPA 89/06/15

USEPA 89/07/00

USEPA 89/07/00

USEPA 89/07/00

USEPA 89/07/00

USEPA 89/07/00



Page No.
M/12/91

TITLE

GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS INDEX
PAGEL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE

Guidance Documents art available for review at
USEPA Region V-Chicago IL

AUTHOR DATE

Superfund LDR Guide fl:
Overview of RCRA Land
Disposal Restrictions
(LDRs)

CERCLA Compliance with
Other Laws Manual. Part
II: Clean Air Act end
other Environmental
Statutes and State
Requirements

USEPA 89/07/00

Getting Ready:
the RI/FS

Scoping

The Feasibility Study:
Development and Screening
of Remedial Action
Alternatives

A Guide to Developing
Superfund Records of
Decision

The Remedial Investigation:
Site Characterization and
Testability Studies

A Guide to Developing
Superfund Proposed Plans

Notification of
Out-of-State Shipments
of Superfund Site Uastes

Risk Assessment Guidance
for Superfund, Volume I:
Human Health Evaluation
Manual, Part A

CERCLA Compliance with
Other Laws Manual:
CERCLA Compliance with
the Clean Water Act CCUA)
and the Safe Drinking
Water Act (SDWA)

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

USEPA

89/08/00

89/11/00

89/11/00

89/11/00

89/11/00

89/11/00

89/11/14

89/12/00

90/02/00

The feasibility Study: USEPA 90/03/00



Rag* Ho. 4
04/12/91

GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS INDEX
- PAGEL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE
' Guidance Document* art avallabla for review at

USEPA Region V-Chicago IL

TITLE AUTHOR DATE

Detailed Analyaia of
Remedial Action
Alternative*

Guide to Selecting USEPA 90/04/00
Superfund Remedial Action*

Risk Assetwwnt Guidance USEPA 90/04/00
for Superfund, Voluaa I:
Hunan Health Evaluation
Manual, Part A

Streamlining the RI/FS for USCPA 90/09/00
CERCLA Municipal Landfill
Sites

CERCLA Site Diacharges to USEPA 90/09/00
POTUs: Guidance Manual

Basics of PUMP and Treat USEPA 90/09/00
, Ground Water ReMediation •
/ Technology



Page No. 1
04/12/91

ACRONYM

ACRONYM GUIDE for the Administrative Record
Paged Pit Landfill Site

Rockford, Illinois

DEFINITION

AAD

ARARS

CERCLA

MRS
IEPA

LOR

NPL
POTU

PRP

QA/QC

QAPP

RA
RD
RI/FS

RSS1

TSCA

USEPA

Alternatives Array
Document
Applicable or Relevant
and Appropriate
Standards. Limitations,
Criteria and
Raquireawnts
Comprehensive
Environasntal Response,
Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980

Hazardous Ranking Score
Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency
Land Disposal
Restriction
National Priority List
PUblicly Owned
Treatment Uorka
Potentially Responsible
Party
Quality Control/
Quality Assurance
Quality Assurance
Project Plan
Remedial Action
Remedial Design
Remedial Investigation/
feasibility Study
ReI tech Scientific
Services, Inc.
Toxic Substances
Control Act
United States
Environmental Protection
Agency



NO. 1
oe/?o/9i

FICi... .iUWE PAGES DATE

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX, UPDATE ff1
PAGEL'S PIT SITE
ROCKFORO, ILLINOIS

TITLE AUTHOR RECIPIENT DOCUMENT TYPE DOCNUMBER

1 91/04/02 Letter rt: IEPA
expresses
no objection tn tht final
draft propOMd plan

Paul E. Tekece, IEPA I. Schorl*, USCPA Correspondence

3 91/04/20

2 91/05/09

2 91/05/13

28 91/06/03

12 91/04/00

40 91/05/01

1 91/04/22

3 91/06/11

L*ttar rai Comments on James Lfghtcap
th« Proposed Plan (with
attachod nawapapar
clippings)

Latter ra: ACM Solvent Ran Coetello, Applied
Site PRPa Cuamnts on Hydrology Associates,
the Proposed Plan for Inc.
the Pagel'e Pit Superfund
Site

B.Schorle, USCPA Correspondence

I, Schorle, USCPA Correapondence

Letter re: Comments
on EPA Proposed Plan
for Pagel's Pit
Superfund Site

•etty Johnaon, League
of Women'a Voter* of
Rockford

USEPA

Letter re: Crltlclala) of Rldguay N. Nail, Jr. and i. Schorle, USEPA
EPA'a uae of worst-case Suaan R. Koehn, Crouell
aaaunptlona In ft Norlng
calculating future health
rlak at alte (Enclosed
OSWER Directive
9285.6-03 - Hunan Health
Evaluation Manual,
Supplemental Guidance:
"Standard Default
Exposure Factors",
March 25, 1991)

Correapondence

Correspondence

Fact sheet: Proposed
Plan for the Pagel'a Pit
Superfund Site

Transcript of Public
Meeting held on
April 25, 1991

Memo re: ContafnMnt-
Only Consultation

Memo re: Pagel'a Pft,
Ufmebego County,
Illinois

USEPA

USEPA

Sally Manabach, USEPA

Erin Moren, USEPA

D.UUHch, USEPA

8. Schorle, USEPA

Feet Sheets

Meeting Notes

MemorenduM

Memorandua



P«gt No. 2
00/20/91

PAGES DATE

5 89/01/13

94 90/12/31

18 91/04/00

53 91/05/1S

ADMINISTRATIVC RECORD INDEX, UPDATE fl
PAGEL't PIT CITE
ROCKFORD, ILLINOIS

TITLE AUTHOR

Risk AiMMMnt Review

RECIPIENT

Preliminary Neelth
Asseesaftnt

Declaration for the
Record of Declefon end
Record of Dec I • Ion
Susjasry, Aone Solvent
Reclaiming, inc.

Proposed Plen

Office of Nonlth
Assessment, Agency for
Toxic Subetencee end
Dlseese Registry <ATSOR)

USEPA

DOCUMENT TYPE

Reports/Studies

Reports/Studies

DOCNUM8ER

10

11

USCPA end IEPA

Report Entitled: Comeente The Peffel's Pit Landfill i.Ichortt, USEPA
by Pegel'B Pit Landfill Pertlclpetlnt PRPt
Participating PRPa In
Reaponee to EPA'a
Proposed Plan for the
Ufmebego Reclamation
Landfill Si^erfund Site
(ulth cover letter
attached)

Reports/Studies

Reports/Studies

12

13



Page No. 1
08/20/91

ACRONYM GUIDE for tht Administrative Record
Pegel'e Pit. Updete tl

Rockford, Illinois

ACRONYM DEFINITION

1EPA Illinois Envlronntntal
Protection Ao«ncy

USEPA Unfted SUtet
Envtronwntal Protection
Agency



U.S. KHVZRONMIMTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REMEDIAL ACTION

PAOEL'S PIT
ROOUrORD, ILLINOIS

ADDENDUM TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
FEBRUARY 8, 1999

NO. DAXB AUTHOR RECIPIENT TITLE/DESCRIPTION PAGE8
1 06/28/91 Adamkus, V., Record of Decision 73

U.S. BPA



U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REMEDIAL ACTION

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
FOR

PAGEL'S PIT LANDFILL SITE
(WINNEBAGO RECLAMATION LANDFILL)

ROCKFORD, WINNEBAGO COUNTY, ILLINOIS

UPDATE #2
AUGUST 11, 1999

NO.

1

09/00/93

AUTHOR

U.S. District
Court /Nor them
District of
Illinois

Warzyn Inc.

09/00/93 Warzyn Inc.

RECIPIENT

Parties to
the Consent
Decree

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

TITLE/DESCRIPTION PAGES

Consent Decree re: 224
Pagel's Pit Superfund
Site

Groundwater Remedial 67
Design Work Plan for
the Winnebago Reclama-
tion Landfill (Pagel's
Pit) Site

Remedial Design/ 4 6
Remedial Action Work
Plan for the Winnebago
Reclamation Landfill

07/00/94

06/00/95

Warzyn Inc.

GeoTrans,
Inc.

6 07/00/95 GeoTrans,
Inc.

7 07/00/95 GeoTrans,
Inc.

8 07/00/95 GeoTrans,
Inc.

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

Pumping Test Plan for 30
the Winnebago Reclamation
Landfill Site

Groundwater Remedial 128
Alternative Analysis
and Preliminary Design
(Air Sparging) for the
Winnebago Reclamation
Landfill Site

Report : Construction 100
and Calibration of a
Three-Dimensional
Numerical Groundwater
Flow Model for the
Winnebago Reclamation
Landfill Site

Groundwater Impact 104
Assessment Report at
the Existing Facility:
Volume 1 - Report for
the Winnebago Reclama-
tion Landfill Site

Groundwater Management 343
Zone Application for the
Winnebago Reclamation
Landfill Site



NO. DATE AUTHOR

9 07/00/95 GeoTrans,
Inc.

10

11

12

07/00/95

11/00/95

05/00/96

13 05/00/96

14 08/22/96

GeoTrans,
Inc.

GeoTrans,
Inc.

Andrews
Environmental
Engineering,
Inc.

Andrews
Environmental
Engineering,
Inc.

Bakowski, E.,
Illinois EPA

15

16

11/00/96

01/14/97

GeoTrans,
Inc.

Burnell, D.,
HSI
GeoTrans

RECIPIENT

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

Marzorati, G.,
Winnebago
Reclamation
Service

U.S. EPA

Bakowski, E.,
Illinois EPA

Pagel's Pit AR
Update #2

Pago 2

TITLE/DESCRIPTION PAGES

Groundwater Monitoring 67
Plan: Volume 1 - Report
for the Winnebago Recla-
mation Landfill Site

Groundwater Monitoring 511
Plan: Volume 2 - Appen-
dices for the Winnebago
Reclamation Landfill Site

Corrective Action 144
Measures Assessment and
Preliminary Design for
the Pagel Landfill Site

Application for Signifi- 375
cant Modification to
Permit for an Existing
Unit for the Pagel Land-
fill Facility: Volume I
of II (Text and Attach-
ments 1-12)

Application for Signifi- 467
cant Modification Lo
Permit for an Existing
Unit for the Pagel Land-
fill Facility: Volume II
of II (Attachments 13-25)

Letter re: Granting of 49
Permit to WRS Approving
Modification of an
Existing Municipal and
Non-Hazardous Special
Waste Landfill for the
Pagel's Pit Site

Groundwater Remediation 82
Project Technical
Specifications for the
Pagel Landfill Site

General Application 53
for Permit: Compliance
with August 22, 1996
Permit Requirements for
the Winnebago Reclamation
Landfill Site



NO. DATE

17 05/08/97

AUTHOR

Burnell, D.,
HSI
GeoTrans
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Appendix B

Responsiveness Summary
Pagel's Pit Site

Winnebago County, Illinois

I. Overview

In August 1999 the United States Environmental Protection agency
(USEPA) released to the public the Pagel's Pit site (Site) Pro-
posed Plan which proposed a remedy for Operable Unit (OU) 2 and a
change in the remedy for OU 1. The public was given notice that
the comment period would be open for 30 days, from August 13,
1999 through September 11, 1999, and that there would be a public
meeting on August 25, 1999. The public was also given notice
that the Administrative Record, which contains documents con-
cerning the site, was available in the repository and in USEPA1s
Region V office. A fact sheet version of the Proposed Plan,
which summarized the Proposed Plan, was mailed to those on the
established mailing list. The Proposed Plan was placed in the
repository and was mailed to some thought to be most affected by
the proposed remedy. This notice was published in the Rockford
Register Star on August 13, 1999. This approximately one-quarter
page notice was in the first section of the paper, reportedly on
page 8, across from the editorial page.

At the August 25, 1999 public meeting representatives of USEPA
discussed the proposed alternative for OU 2 and the proposed
change in the remedy for OU 1, answered questions about the site
and the problems there, and received verbal comments. An offi-
cial transcript of the meeting was made and has been made a part
of the Administrative Record. At the request of some who were at
the August 25, 1999 public meeting, a second meeting was held
September 8, 1999 to further discuss the Proposed Plan. No tran-
script was made of this meeting and only written comments were
accepted. All written comments that were submitted are also part
of the Administrative Record.

Two operable units have been designated for the site. OU 1 con-
sists of the wastes, soils, and groundwater at the site and any
other areas, including groundwater, off the landfill property
where contamination may have come to be located, except for the
groundwater in the southeast corner of the landfill property,
south of the waste disposal area, which is OU 2. The remedy for
OU 1 was presented in a Record of Decision issued on June 28,
1991 (1991 ROD).

A number of people who commented on the Proposed Plan and the
associated documents did object to the replacement of the barrier
well system (pump-and-treat system) at the downgradient end of
the waste disposal area with monitored natural attenuation that
includes a contingency for part of OU 1. The concern was that
contaminated groundwater is present west of the original landfill
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property line, and that it may continue to move west and threaten
water supply wells. The wells of greatest concern were those in
a primarily new subdivision northwest of the Site. USEPA be-
lieves that the contaminated groundwater at the western end of
the landfill is not a threat to these wells to the northwest or
any other wells to the west at this time and does not believe it
will become a threat. The proposed and selected remedy for the
change for OU 1 does include sampling of monitoring wells so that
the location of the plume is known. The Illinois Department of
Public Health has offered to sample and analyze some of the pri-
vate water supply wells in the area in order to provide the res-
idents with information about their water. The landfill operator
has also said that it will sample private wells that lie in the
general direction that the groundwater is moving.

II. Background on Community Involvement

The residents on Lindenwood Road near the site have expressed
concern about this site and the Acme Solvent site, which is east
of the Pagel's Pit site and a source of groundwater contamina-
tion, since at least 1981. Groundwater in the area of the two
sites generally flows toward the west, and somewhat southwest at
the Acme Solvent site, so that wells of some of these residents
became contaminated. This has been addressed by some of the po-
tentially responsible parties (PRPs) for the Acme Solvent site
who have provided an alternate water supply to several of the
homes. Previously, home carbon treatment units were furnished
ror some of these residences. Some o± tne homea have been pur-
chased by the landfill operator.

In the past, the site has generally not caused much concern to
people who are not immediate neighbors. News about the site is
published, but the attention that is paid to it does not appear
to be any greater than one would expect.

The August and September 1999 public meetings were each attended
by about 40 to 50 people. Many of the attendees were not immed-
iate neighbors of the landfill, either along Lindenwood Road,
along which the landfill lies, or Baxter Road, north of the
landfill, or in the Living Woods subdivision to the northwest.
Some of the people were there because of their opposition to the
land application of sludge by a company owned by the same entity
that owns the landfill operator. Some individuals were concerned
because of another landfill southwest of the Pagel's Pit site,
that is not related to this site, and because of a proposed
prison in the area. Questioning generally dealt with the ground-
water contamination, the landfill gas, the landfill being con-
structed to the south of the present landfill, the continued
operation of the Pagelfs Pit site as a landfill until it reaches
capacity, the landfill southwest of the Site in the next county,
and the land application of sludge. These latter two subjects
have nothing to do with the proposed remedies for the two oper-
able units.
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III. Summaries of Comments Received and USEPA's Responses

The comments received during the comment period are summarized
here and USEPA's responses are presented. For those not familiar
with the landfill, it is presently operated by Winnebago Reclama-
tion Service, Inc. This is a William Charles company. Another
William Charles company is Rockford Blacktop Construction Co.,
which is mentioned in some of the comments.

In the Proposed Plan, the proposed remedy for OU 2 was designated
as "no action". At that time it was thought that deed restric-
tions preventing the use of groundwater in the southeast corner
were already in place. Since that time it has been discovered
that no restrictions were placed on the southeast corner follow-
ing the entry of the Consent Decree in 1993, because the south-
east corner had been excluded from the work specified in that
Consent Decree. Therefore, in this 1999 ROD, the remedy selected
for the southeast corner is designated as "institutional con-
trols". This remedy is the same as the no-action alternative of
the Proposed Plan since the outcome is the same: a restriction on
use of the groundwater, no active remediation of the groundwater,
and continued monitoring of the groundwater.

A. Comments Presented at the August 1999 Public Meeting

1. Comment. John Ekberg made four points. 1) He wants the
landfill capped as soon as possible, with a membrane in the
cover. 2) He wants more money for monitoring and money for VOC
(volatile organic compound) testing for people that live around
the site. 3) He wants the pump-and-treat system to be used now.
4) He wants all of the work to be paid for by Rockford Blacktop.

USEPA Response. The 1991 ROD for OU 1 included capping the land-
fill with the cover that would meet the requirements of the State
of Illinois, and it did not require the landfill to close early.
This and other aspects of the remedy are not being addressed at
this time; the only part of OU 1 being addressed at this time is
the groundwater. USEPA still believes that early closure of the
landfill is not necessary. The final cover that has been placed
on about one-third of the landfill so far does include a mem-
brane, and it is expected that the cover for the rest of the
landfill will include a membrane. However, the requirement is
that the cover satisfy the requirements of the State.

The landfill operator will conduct the monitoring that is needed
to meet USEPA and State requirements. This will include monitor-
ing of residential wells in areas that are downgradient from the
landfill and are close enough to possibly be affected by the
landfill, based on what is known about the plume. The Illinois
Department of Public Health has offered to test some of the wells
in the area, and several people have responded to this offer.
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USEPA has decided to select monitored natural attenuation with an
active contingency remedy to replace the barrier well (pump-and-
treat) system specified in the 1991 ROD. This change has been
made for the reasons given in this ROD.

The remedial work for OU 1 for the Site is to be paid for in the
manner set out in the 1993 Consent Decree between USEPA and the
landfill operator and some other potentially responsible parties
(PRPs).

2. Comment. Jake Henry compared the landfill to the dumping of
the sludge (probably he was referring to the land application of
sludge), and that if there is a problem the company wants a
change. He said that USEPA is not protecting the environment as
it should and that USEPA is allowing a disruption of the natural
environment and it should be stopped immediately.

USEPA Response. USEPA has determined that the selected remedies
for both operable units are protective of human health and the
environment, comply with federal and state requirements that are
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action, and are cost-effective. The monitored natural attenua-
tion was selected with the expectation that the downgradient
groundwater will be returned to beneficial use, at which time the
disruption of the natural environment will have been eliminated.

3. Comment. Frank Wysocki expressed a concern about who will
operate the leachace extraction if trie landfillT s operator fails
to do so. He wanted to know what type of assurance there was
that the operation will continue to be run and will not have to
be taken over by the taxpayers,

USEPA Response. The 1993 Consent Decree specifies the financial
assurances that have to be provided so that the remedial work of
OU 1 will be done. Presently there is a letter of credit and a
trust fund to provide this financial assurance. The landfill
operator also must provide financial assurance for the State
under its operating permit.

It should also be mentioned that, with the type of cover system
that is required, eventually the amount of leachate that will
need to be removed from the landfill will be minimal since the
cover will reduce the infiltration to a minimal amount. This
will limit the financial burden of long-term operations even in
the unlikely event that all other assurances are inadequate.

4. Comment. David Brown, who stated that he lives west of the
Site, objected to the expansion of the landfill and claimed that
leachate was coming out of the Site. He is concerned that the
new landfill will also leak in the future.

USEPA Response. The "expansion" of the landfill referred to here
is the new landfill unit being constructed. This is handled by
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the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois EPA). Il-
linois EPA should be contacted regarding any concerns there are
about the new landfill unit. This base of this unit is separate
from the base of the present unit (north unit), and is construct-
ed differently. The new unit should have no effect on the pro-
tectiveness of the remedies for OU 1 and OU 2 of the north unit.

There should be no leachate leaving the Site, and USEPA.is un-
aware of any leachate seeps that lead to leachate leaving the
site. To have leachate seep from the sides of the landfill per-
iodically, especially when there is only daily or intermediate
cover on that part of the landfill, is not unexpected and not
unusual. When this happens, the landfill operator is required to
repair the seep before leachate can leave the site.

5. Comment. Frank Manzullo said that what he believes is both-
ering his neighbors is the concentration of things in the area,
the two landfills, the sludge (application), a new landfill near-
by, the Acme Solvent site, and possibly now a prison. He asked
if the USEPA has the power to shut down the landfill forever. He
says that the growth in the (Rockford) area is to the north, and
maybe a new landfill should go up there.

USEPA Response. Locating solid waste landfills is a local and
state matter in Illinois. USEPA is not a part of the process for
this. With regard to trying to shut down the Pagel's Pit land-
fill, USEPA does not believe that this is necessary or appropri-
ate as long as OU 1 and OU 2 remedies are fully implemented.

6. Comment. Tom Maxwell mentioned that the liner for the new
landfill is being placed below the water table, and he believes
the water will go back into the landfill. He said that the site
should have been looked at before digging began.

USEPA Response. Construction of the new landfill is not related
to the selection of a remedy for the old landfill. The construc-
tion of the new landfill is a state issue, and anyone with con-
cerns about that should contact the Illinois EPA, Division of
Land Pollution Control.

7. Comment. August Borchardt, who said that he lives west of
the Site, stated that his well passed tests five years ago when
his house was bought, but now it does not pass. The house to the
east of him, between his house and the landfill, needed a purifi-
cation system installed before it could be sold. The house
across the street had a new well installed last year which did
not pass inspection.

USEPA Response. Since Mr. Borchardt did not provide USEPA with
specific tests the wells have not been passing, it is difficult
to assess this comment. USEPA is unaware of any private wells
west of the Site having been affected by the Site. Reportedly,
Mr. Borchardt lives in an area considerably west of the landfill
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(probably over 2 miles from the landfill), and the plume from the
landfill has not affected that area.

8. Comment. Dean Ekberg operates the Ekberg Material Quarry,
which is northeast of Pagel's Pit and north of the Acme Solvent
site. He said that he is trained in environmental engineering
and geological engineering. He claimed the original intent at
Pagel's Pit was to go to the original contour, and now it is way
past that, it is one of the highest points in the county. He is
appalled that the landfill was allowed to have only 2 inches of
asphalt as a liner; in his education in the 1970s he had never
heard of 2 inches of asphalt as a liner. He claimed that USEPA
agrees to let these unheard of things happen. He said that the
1991 remedy said ". . .to stop this dump, you know, stop what you
are doing, get it cleaned up, pump-and-treat." Yet eight years
later the company is still putting wastes into the landfill,
which is a Superfund site, making $100 to $200 million a year,
and he has never heard of this either. When one has a Superfund
site, one needs to solve the problem. He claimed the landfill is
leaking extensively, has continued to pollute for eight years, is
affecting Killbuck Creek, the sand and gravel, and probably the
fractured dolomite to the west. It is affecting wells to the
west, and he referred to the previous commenter. Therefore USEPA
should require the landfill to be closed and start the pump-and-
treat system. He mentioned the leachate seeps from the landfill,
and that there are ravines cutting into the landfill, which are
cutting through the intermediate vinyl cover. He described a
lire that happened at tne landfill 2 years ago. He adid chdL
when there is somebody with deep pockets that party gets their
way. He referred to putting a landfill in a known floodplain,
apparently referring to the Pagel's Pit landfill. He said that
the operator has an irresponsible record.

USEPA Response. The landfill height and the liner are matters
covered by the landfill's permits. Back in the early 1970s land-
fill construction techniques were considerably different than
they are today.

The 1991 remedy did not call for closing the landfill before it
reached its capacity. USEPA did not believe then, and it does
not believe now, that closing the landfill early is necessary.
The barrier well (pump-and-treat) system has been investigated
and with this remedy change it has been decided that it is best
to change to a monitored natural attenuation approach and only
change to an active system for addressing the groundwater if it
becomes necessary. Winnebago Reclamation does not need to close
its landfill to protect human health and the environment at this
Superfund site.

It is unlikely that- the landfill is leaking extensively since a
head of leachate builds up in the landfill. Sampling of Killbuck
Creek has never shown that the landfill has a significant effect
on the creek. There is contamination in the groundwater down-
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gradient of the landfill. This is being monitored, both in the
sand-and-gravel aquifer and in the bedrock below it, and will
continue to be monitored. As stated in the response to the pre-
vious commenter, USEPA is unaware of any private wells west of
the Site having been affected by the Site.

Leachate seeps and erosion of the landfill cover are items that
the landfill operator is required to address under the permit.
An erosion gully exposing wastes means that the wastes are not
properly covered. There is no "intermediate vinyl cover" on the
landfill, so ravines have not cut through a vinyl cover. A land-
fill cannot be located in a floodplain or floodway unless compen-
sation for it is provided. ("The facility shall not restrict the
flow of a 100-year flood, result in washout of solid waste from
the 100-year flood, or reduce the temporary water storage capaci-
ty of the 100-year floodplain, unless measures are undertaken to
provide alternative storage capacity such as lagoons, holding
tanks, or provision of drainage around structures at the facil-
ity." (35 IAC 811.102(b))) USEPA is unaware of any violations of
state law regarding these requirements.

USEPA is also unaware of the landfill operator having an irre-
sponsible record. Reportedly, since late 1992 there have been no
citations of the landfill by the State for the condition or oper-
ation of the landfill as the result of about 20 surprise inspec-
tions.

9. Comment:. Mrs. Winquist, who says she has to "look at that
mountain every day", urges the closing of the landfill.

USEPA Response. As stated above, USEPA does not believe that it
is necessary to close the landfill.

10. Comment. Art Johnson, President of Winnebago County, stated
that he would like USEPA to initiate a study to see what would
happen to the groundwater flow if the prison is built about a
mile away. The prison would pump tens of thousands of gallons of
water from a deep well. He wanted to know if it would be irre-
sponsible of the County to pursue this because of this withdrawal
and the contamination in the groundwater in the area.

USEPA Response. The location of the prison is upgradient of the
Pagel's Pit site and the Acme Solvent site (actually somewhat
north of being upgradient), with regard to the upper aquifer.
The Acme Solvent site is closer to the prison than the Pagel's
Pit site. The effect that one or more deep wells installed at
the prison might have on the aquifer that the wells are located
in could be determined prior to siting the prison. It is not
usual for the USEPA Superfund program to study the effect of a
proposed withdrawal on groundwater flow. The deep aquifer at
that location is not now contaminated by either site. USEPA
cannot comment at this time on whether or not it would be
irresponsible to pursue the siting of the prison at the proposed
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location.

11. Comment. Darius Trosper, who lives west of US 251 along the
creek, mentioned a fish kill that happened several years ago. He
contacted Illinois EPA and, he said, was told by someone from
that agency that they could not tell him anything. He was told
to keep his animals away from the creek.

USEPA Response. USEPA Superfund is not aware of any fish kill in
Killbuck Creek in the area of the landfill or downstream from
there. USEPA and/or the State would act on such information to
ensure that the landfill is not causing such impacts. It is
possible that at the time Mr. Trosper talked with the Illinois
EPA representative that person had not learned anything about the
fish kill and so did not have anything to tell him. Mr. Trosper
might try contacting Illinois EPA now to find out what they
learned about that fish kill.

12. Comment. Mr. Ekberg (which Mr. Ekberg this is is not speci-
fied in the transcript, but USEPA believes that this is Dean Ek-
berg) stated that there were fines leveled against the landfill
operator that were kept quiet in the media. He claims that
leachate was supposedly pumped into the creek from the west side;
there have been fish kills and livestock getting sick. He asked
what kinds of fines have been imposed on the landfill operator,
and where can people find out about any fines. He also said that
he wants another public meeting. He claimed that the public
notice tor tne August meeting was buried on page 8 ana che public
did not have time to prepare for this meeting. He wanted the ad-
ditional meeting for public input.

USEPA Response. As stated above, USEPA is unaware of any cita-
tions against the landfill as the result of inspections for the
condition or operation of the landfill, so there were probably no
fines related to the condition or operation of the landfill. If
more information about this is desired, one can contact the Illi-
nois EPA, Division of Land Pollution Control.

There have been no reports to the USEPA Superfund program of
leachate being pumped into the creek, and as stated above, also
no reports about fish kills or livestock getting sick. The
landfill is not the only entity bordering Killbuck Creek. USEPA,
of course, would follow up on any specific information about
impacts on the creek or users of the creek.

As a result of Mr. Ekberg1s request, another public meeting was
held, on September 8, 1999, in New Milford. However, a tran-
script was not kept of this meeting; USEPA1s purpose for having
the meeting, since it was requested, was to exchange information
with those attending and to allow for people who could not attend
the first meeting to find out more about the Proposed Plan. Al-
though oral comments were not accepted at the September meeting,
written comments were accepted.
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13. Comment. Mr. Henry asked why the notice for the August
meeting was buried back in the paper. He also mentioned that he
knew of a possible facility for another meeting.

USEPA Response. USEPA does not consider an advertisement cover-
ing over a quarter of the page and located on page 8 as being
buried back in the paper. Placing an advertisement in a local
newspaper of large circulation and mailing notices to those on
the mailing list is the normal method USEPA uses to inform the
public about public meetings.

14. Comment. Frank Wysocki mentioned that USEPA has approved a
landfill in Ogle County that is adjacent to the floodplain. It
is planned to accept garbage from Chicago, or this is already
being done. He wanted to know if the water table is getting "too
risky" here.

USEPA Response. First of all, the landfill in Ogle County, as-
suming it is a solid waste landfill, would not be and has not
been addressed by USEPA with regard to its permit. The State
permits the construction and operation of solid waste landfills.
State regulations include location standards which address lo-
cating landfills near water bodies.

It is not expected that there will ever be any mingling of plumes
of contamination from the two landfills, so they have to be con-
sidered separately.

B. Written Comments

1. Comment. From J. Maichle Bacon, Public Health Administrator,
and Ruth Roth, Groundwater Protection Coordinator, Department of
Public Health, Winnebago County, Rockford, Illinois. The inten-
tion of their letter is to register comments and questions of the
Department after having reviewed the August 1999 fact sheet that
summarized the Proposed Plan.

Regarding OU 2, they mention that there is some concern on the
part of the Department that there may be localized groundwater
flow components moving in a 360 degree direction away from the
landfill, probably because of groundwater mounding underneath the
landfill. In the early 1980s a gas problem was identified east
of Lindenwood Road affecting at least two neighboring homes with
both landfill gas and a reduced groundwater pH associated with
the gas. Localized groundwater flow may be doing the same thing.
They state that the proposed "no action" alternative for the
southeast corner leaves too many unknowns regarding the possibil-
ity of contaminants from the landfill migrating upgradient for
short distances. They suggest installing shallow piezometers
immediately upgradient of the Site on the near eastern side of
Lindenwood Road.

Regarding the proposed remedy change for OU 1, they ask if the
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hydrogeology of the area downgradient has been adequately charac-
terized to predict with reasonable accuracy that there will not
be contaminant migration beyond the property owned by the land-
fill operator. Also, does the Kishwaukee and/or the Rock River
represent potential long-range discharge points for any of the
contaminants? If flow-path potential extends that far, many pri-
vate wells may be influenced. The fact sheet did not provide
enough discussion to answer these concerns.

They also commented on the proposed low-flow sampling procedure
for groundwater sampling. The concern is that the sample may be
from the well casing rather than from the aquifer. They suggest
that, when sampling, that the draw-down be monitored during the
purging process. When the water level has stabilized, sampling
could commence.

USEPA Response. There is still evidence from the water eleva-
tions reported in the draft July 1999 Groundwater Summary Report,
which is part of the Administrative Record, that there is flow
away from the landfill in the southeast corner. Most likely this
is due to groundwater mounding at the landfill, and this may very
well exist along the eastern boundary of the waste disposal area
near Lindenwood Road. Monitoring wells in that area that were
sampled during the remedial investigation did show the possibil-
ity of some increases in chloride ion concentrations. The small
amounts of organics that were present in these wells may have
come from either Pagel!s Pit or the Acme Solvent site. Mounding
at the landfill will not cause flow in other directions xor any
great distance. It is because of this mounding that the source
control of the landfill through capping and the leachate level
minimization was mentioned with regard to the selection of the
institutional controls alternative for the southeast corner.
Monitoring will be continued in this area, and the mounding there
will be followed. Sampling or water level measurements on the
east side of Lindenwood Road will be considered. Landfill gas is
required to be controlled both by the remedy specified in the
1991 ROD and by the Illinois solid waste landfill regulations.
Gas extraction has been done at the landfill since the early or
mid 1980s because of what was found in the early 1980s, which the
commenters have mentioned.

There has been some modeling done of the groundwater in the vi-
cinity of the Pagel's Pit site. However, the extent of the plume
to the west will be mainly followed by sampling the monitoring
wells. It may be necessary to install additional monitoring
wells further west of the present wells. Also, if an applicable
groundwater quality standard is consistently exceeded beyond the
groundwater management zone, consideration will have to be given
to an active method for addressing the contaminated groundwater.
Therefore, the contaminated groundwater toward the west will not
be extending further. Thus the Kishwaukee and/or the Rock River
are not threatened by contamination moving through the
groundwater.
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The landfill operator has obtained permission from the State to
use the low-flow sampling procedure for the monitoring wells.
However, this procedure has not yet been used, and no decision
has been made to use it. If it is used, the comments above will
be considered in developing the procedures to be used.

2. Comment. From Cindy and Steve Bunk. They believe that Rock-
ford Blacktop should have to pay for the cleanup of the-Site, and
that the remedy that was set many years ago should be used. Say-
ing it is too costly to purify the groundwater is absurd consid-
ering the profits gained by Rockford Blacktop. All parties were
aware of the site conditions before the first load of garbage was
hauled to the site. They agree that the original remedy is going
to be a huge undertaking but they are not sympathetic to costs,
equipment, or time needed. Variances from the original remedy
selection only leave the residents with the eventual cleanup with
extremely high costs looming. The Site was contaminated by cus-
tomers paying Rockford Blacktop for the use of their landfill
site, and therefore Rockford Blacktop is now responsible for the
cleanup of the Site.

USEPA Response. The selected remedy change for OU 1 is protec-
tive of human health and the environment, complies with federal
and state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant
and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-effective.
USEPA believes that the selected remedy of monitored natural
attenuation with an active contingent remedy, for OU 1, is the
appropriate remedy for the groundwater of OU 1. One of the cri-
teria that USEPA must use in the selection of a remedy is cost-
effectiveness, and USEPA believes that this remedy change is ap-
propriate because it is more cost-effective while still being
protective.

3. Comment. From Susan Alien. A resident of the area periodi-
cally since 1965, she is disappointed that the landfill has not
been closed. She at one time lived in a house directly north of
the landfill on Lindenwood Road. She says that her well was sup-
posedly tested monthly at the time, with negative results. Later
she was contacted by the National Registry for Exposure because
the family had been exposed to trichloroethene through the well
water. She was pregnant when the exposure began, and her daugh-
ter was 3 years old when they moved away. She agrees that the
Site needs to be cleaned up, and does not have any ideas on how
to proceed, but expanding the landfill to the south is not a
solution. She believes that there have been deceptive practices
over the years. The height of the landfill should not be higher
than the surrounding terrain, the odor is bad, there is trash in
her yard from the trucks driving by, Lindenwood Road is always a
mess, particularly on windy days, the water is contaminated, it
is unpleasant following a truck hauling sludge due to the odor.
There was not to be a quarry or stone excavating operation on the
land her former in-laws and spouse sold (north of the landfill),
and there is now. She believes that Pagel's Pit should be closed
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and the residents of Rockford should pay a higher fee to have
their trash hauled to the landfill in Ogle County. She believes
that that operation is much safer and cleaner and is a state-of-
the-art reclamation site.

USEPA Response. USEPA does not believe that the conditions are
such that under the Superfund program Pagelfs Pit needs to be
closed. USEPA encourages you to contact Illinois EPA about any
issues which relate to the operation of the landfill. USEPA is
not a party to the siting of a new landfill to the south of the
present one, or to the decisions that were made to allow the
present one to reach its present height; the State addresses
these issues.

4. Comment. From Mark Larson. He opposes "no action" for OU 2
(however the remainder of his note indicates that he probably
means OU 1). Since 1991 USEPA and Pagel's Pit have known that a
groundwater pump-and-treat system was and is the best practice
for handling the contamination, but due to costs USEPA and
Pagel's Pit have chosen the alternative of wait-and-see. He
believes that this is criminal to both the people and the land.
Pagel's Pit should be a case study in how not to operate a site
and where sites should not be located (floodplain and streams).
If USEPA does not believe it should be shut down, at least more
testing should be done, at both the Site and at the nearby homes
and streams.

USfiPA Response. USEPA believes that the selected monitored nat-
ural attenuation with a contingency as a change in the remedy for
OU 1 is appropriate. USEPA selects the remedy, not a potentially
responsible party. Monitoring of the groundwater has been going
on and will continue to be done. USEPA encourages interested
parties to contact us with specific suggestions for monitoring.
The Illinois Department of Public Health has offered to sample
the wells of some nearby residences, and the landfill has also
offered to do so, as mentioned above.

5. Comment. From Frank Manzullo. He says that many feel that
there is too much uncertainty in and around Pagel's Pit. His
brother, who is the U.S. Congressman, has now taken an interest
and wants to know more. If one person should get ill or some
disease occurs, there will be a class action suit, and USEPA
would be accountable. He hopes it is true that all the problems
at the Site are being addressed.

USEPA Response. As in many matters dealing with the environment,
there is some uncertainty. USEPA is required to balance this un-
certainty against all other factors in selecting a remedy. That
is why monitoring must continue. USEPA does believe that the
selected remedies are protective.

6. Comment. From Dean Ekberg, co-owner of Ekberg Material Inc.,
a quarry northeast of the Pagel's Pit site, holder of a M.S. in
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geological engineering and a B.S. in geology, and experienced in
underground fluid flow. He says that USEPA1s proposal to go from
a pit closure and pollution treatment to a no action or monitored
natural attenuation is appalling. The 1991 ROD ordered closure
and treatment and said that a failure to implement this order
would cause imminent and substantial endangerment to public
health. Why would USEPA reverse the 1991 decision and knowingly
endanger the public?

He complained about the public notification concerning the first
public meeting was stuck at the back of the local section of the
paper. He said that none of the concerned residents around or
west of the landfill were notified by mail like they were sup-
posed to be. The second public meeting (in September) had no
public notice in the paper and the mailing arrived after the
meeting.

He said that in the proposal USEPA never shows exactly where 00 2
and OU 1 are so that it can be seen what USEPA is proposing not
to do. He said that USEPA has whited-out, on the little map in-
cluded with the Proposed Plan fact sheet, all the monitoring
wells to the south where USEPA has given the operator permission
to build another dump. He said that in the public meeting for OU
1 in 1991, USEPA said that no action would be a step backward.

He said that the 1991 ROD papers showed significant enough
amounts of arsenic, cadmium, and bisphthalate as well as solvents
and ammonia to close Pagel's Pit and treat it, that imminent and
substantial endangerment of the public would result if that was
not done immediately. He asks why Rockford Blacktop was allowed
to keep right on dumping for the last 8 years and make an esti-
mated 100 million dollars per year in dumping fees, according to
unofficial estimates.

He mentions the USEPA position that it is not cost-effective to
implement the barrier well system. He then claims that this is
saying that it is not cost-effective to protect innocent victims
downstream and downgradient from the landfill.

He mentions purported fish kills downstream in Killbuck Creek,
the leachate springs around the base of the landfill. He men-
tions "dumping of contaminated leachate south of Pagel during
current pumpoff operations at the new landfill to the south". He
mentions the dumping of cyanide waste in the landfill from the
Parson's Casket Superfund site. He feels the biggest travesty is
the well monitoring. Virtually all the monitoring wells west of
the landfill are improperly constructed. Most were drilled too
shallow. And the operator does its own monitoring.

He closes with the request that the no action proposed alterna-
tive be thrown out and that Pagel's Pit be closed for good.

USEPA Response. Dean Ekberg commented at the August public meet-
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ing (see comments 8 and 12 in part A). Responses for some of his
comments that were repeated there will not be repeated.

First of all the 1991 ROD did not call for closure of Pagel's
Pit. The 1991 ROD did not mention ammonia, which is understand-
able since ammonia was not one of the parameters analyzed for in
the remedial investigation.

In changing some of the 1991 remedy (note that this is not a re-
versal of the 1991 remedy and it is not "no action" either for
the groundwater of OU 1 or for the landfill itself, where the
remedy for proper closure is still required), USEPA does not be-
lieve it is endangering the public. USEPA believes that the
remedy and remedy change selected are protective.

The notification in the paper for the August public meeting is
discussed above. When the Proposed Plan was being prepared, no
existing mailing list for the Site could be found. Therefore,
one was created, partly by a visit to the area. Unfortunately,
the mailings to those on what was thought was still Lindenwood
Road to the south of Edson Road were returned because the street
name was not correct. Some others in the area were also missed.
As for the September meeting, the USEPA personnel were told that
those wanting the meeting would let people know about it. None-
theless, USEPA did have a flyer prepared, Unfortunately, it was
mailed late and may not have been received prior to the meeting.

USEPA believes tnat the Proposed Plan was sufficiently clear in
describing the areas for OU 1 and OU 2, although specific bound-
aries were not provided. There is no specific boundary for the
western part of OU 1, since its boundary may change as the lo-
cation of the contamination changes. The wells in the area of
the new landfill south of the present unit were not whited-out on
the full page map provided. They were not added because they are
not sampled for the existing unit. As was stated numerous times
at the meetings, USEPA is not the party that has permitted the
new landfill unit.

It is not a "no action" remedy for OU 1. The presently selected
remedy for the groundwater part of OU 1 is not a no-action reme-
dy. Much of the remedy in the 1991 ROD is still in place, and
that is an action remedy. It has never been decided that the
landfill needs to be closed. A remedy that is selected must be
both cost-effective and protective. It is USEPA1s opinion that
monitored natural attenuation with the contingency is both.

The fish kill is discussed in previous USEPA responses. The
pumping of groundwater at the new landfill site is not the pump-
ing of leachate. Groundwater and leachate are two separate
things. The "cyanide waste" from the Parson's Casket site was
discussed at the September meeting, which the commenter attended;
this is a non-hazardous special waste which the landfill is al-
lowed to accept.
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If the commenter believes the monitoring wells are improperly
constructed, he should provide specifics to USEPA. Wells are
constructed to monitor various elevations of the aquifers, so it
is understandable that some wells might be too shallow to detect
the presence of contaminants. Sampling by those who have agreed
to carry out remedial investigations and remedial designs and
actions is the normal way that USEPA operates. USEPA also over-
sees the monitoring. At this site, the State is also following
the monitoring because it is a permitted landfill.

USEPA has chosen the institutional controls alternative for OU 2
and monitored natural attenuation for the change for OU 1, and
this decision is discussed in the accompanying ROD. Closure of
the landfill was not proposed and is still determined to be un-
necessary.

7. Comment. From John Holmstrom III, Winnebago Reclamation Ser-
vice, Inc. Regarding OU 2, he states that the Phase I and Phase
IA Investigation Reports for the Southeast Corner Operable Unit
included the conclusions: 1) the highly fractured zones provide a
pathway for migration of contamination from the Acme Solvent site
to the southeast corner; and 2) some of the volatile organic com-
pounds (VOCs) in the southeast corner probably came from the Acme
Solvent site.

He then comments that no action is appropriate for the southeast
corner since the Acme Solvent groundwater extraction system is
designed to prevent further contamination there. If that does
not happen, then the Acme Solvent ROD needs to be modified to
further address the groundwater contamination in the southeast
corner. He says that the 1999 VOC data, which shows that none of
the VOCs mentioned in Table 1 of the Proposed Plan were detected
in the southeast corner wells, shows that the no action alterna-
tive is proper. He says that the 1999 data shows that four of
the five primary contributors to the risk identified in the 1991
risk assessment were not detected or detected in only one well in
the southeast corner (the exception is zinc) and this supports
the selection of no action. He also points out that no signifi-
cant health risk was identified in 1991 for the present use
scenario, and since the property around the southeast corner is
either the present landfill or the new one being built, there
will be no future use of the groundwater here;

Regarding OU 1, he presents an argument that chloride and ammonia
concentrations can only be an indication of groundwater that may
be impacted by the landfill, that there are other sources of
these substances in the groundwater, one being the flooding of
Killbuck Creek, at which time it recharges the aquifer. He ar-
gues that there is no data to support the conclusion that moni-
tored natural attenuation will take longer to restore the ground-
water to beneficial use downgradient of the landfill than the
barrier well system. He also believes that natural processes
have contained the contaminants in the groundwater along the
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western boundary of the landfill for the past 8 years and that
there are low gradients in this area, and this supports the se-
lection of monitored natural attenuation. He points out that in
the most recent sampling, of the five substances identified as
substances of concern for the groundwater in the 1991 risk as-
sessment, only zinc and arsenic were detected in any of the wells
along the west of the landfill, and these substances are often
detected in groundwater. He also states that arsenic and zinc
were found during an investigation for the Acme Solvent site, at
levels comparable to those found at the Pagel's Pit site, yet
these were not considered as elements of risk at the Acme Solvent
site. Finally he says that monitored natural attenuation was
selected as the groundwater for the Southeast Rockford Ground-
water Contamination site although no source control or source
removal remedy had been specified and the contaminant levels are
much higher than at the Pagel's Pit site, where source control
measures have been implemented or will be implemented; this sup-
ports the selection of monitored natural attenuation at the
Pagel's Pit site.

USEPA Response. Regarding OU 2, the comments are noted. How-
ever, if the groundwater in the southeast corner does not return
to beneficial use in the future, it would not automatically in-
dicate that the Acme Solvent groundwater extraction system was
not performing satisfactorily. There is apparently contamination
in the groundwater in the southeast corner from the Pagel's Pit
site. Groundwater levels show that there may be flow in the di-
rection or tne southeast corner from the landfill, probably LLOUI
mounding. It is expected that this will be removed once the
landfill is capped and the leachate level is brought near the
bottom of the landfill.

Regarding the change for OU 1, the comments are noted. Chloride
and ammonia concentrations, as well as concentrations of other
substances will need to be used to evaluate what is occurring in
the groundwater. If there are significant sources of chloride
and ammonia other than the landfill, it will have to be demon-
strated that these exist and what they contribute to the concen-
trations in the groundwater. Ammonia generated because of bio-
logical activity that takes place because of the presence of con-
stituents of the leachate is attributable to the landfill. The
ammonia concentrations detected in the creek are much lower than
those detected in some of the monitoring wells. Monitored natural
attenuation may take somewhat longer to restore the aquifer to
beneficial use. The barrier well system would remove
contaminants and discharge them in some other manner. The barri-
er well system, located near the boundary of the zone of attenua-
tion, would stop the migration of contaminants to the groundwater
further west right away and allow that groundwater to begin im-
mediately restoring itself; monitored natural attenuation will
not do this. How the groundwater will be progressing along the
western end of the landfill will be determined in the continued
monitoring that will be done; this monitoring probably will re-
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quire additional wells west of the present westernmost wells to
determine what is happening further west.
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